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PREFACE. 


eee G-Qeeeees 


Ov the Essays now published Nos. I, II, VI were 
in type when the last volume of Studia Biblica was issued, 
and were originally intended for that volume. The delay 
in the appearance of the present instalment has been chiefly 
caused by the opportunity, of which we gladly availed 
ourselves, to make the fifth Essay still more complete by 
the addition of the matter contained in the Appendices. 
The fullest collection of materials was in this case especially 
desirable, because the thorough discussion of the text of 
any one set of Canons would determine the lines to be 
followed in reconstituting the text of others, and the way 
would thus be prepared for a critical edition of the Early 
Councils generally—a task on which two of the Essayists 
are already engaged ahd: with which they have made 
some progress. The enterprise and research which Mr. 
Rackham has shown in obtaining his collations, and the 
clearness which he has succeeded in imparting to a mass 
of details, will meet, we think, with deserved recognition. 

An impression which appears to prevail in some quarters 
ought perhaps to be corrected. The volumes of Studia 
Biblica which have so far appeared are not part of a 
regular series which could be calculated upon beforehand. 
That they have appeared at all is due to the Delegates 
of the Clarendon Press, to whom we desire to make our 
grateful acknowledgments. But it rests with the public 
rather than with ourselves to decide whether the series can 
be continued. 


S. R. DRIVER. 
T. K. CHEYNE. 
W. SANDAY. 
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SE LIBRASS 
Gee Am, 
UNIVERSITY 


CALIFORNIA: 
THE INTRODUCTION OF THE SQUARE 
CHARACTERS IN BIBLICAL MSS. AND 


AN ACCOUNT OF THE EARLIEST MSS. 
OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. 


[Ap. NEUBAUER. | 


It is not our intention to discuss here the origin of the 
alphabet in general, or the development of the so-called 
‘Hebrew square characters’ from an earlier Phoenician or 
Aramaic alphabet. Our object is to propound an opinion 
respecting the introduction of the square character into the 
copies of the Hebrew scriptures in the place of the Phoenician 
or the archaic Hebrew ones. Let us state at once that it 
is now generally believed that the Phoenician alphabet is 
derived from the Hieroglyphics, and that many other forms 
of alphabet, especially the Greek as well as the Semitic, 
are taken from the Phoenician’, which gradually underwent 
such modification, that at last all visible similarity to the 
early Phoenician characters disappeared. 

The relation of the archaic characters used by the Israelites 
to the present square characters, will be found explained in 
the principal Hebrew grammars, from W. Gesenius’ to 
B. Stade?, to which we must refer our readers. As to the 
substitution of the one alphabet for the other in copying 
the books of the Old Testament, we have to mention two 
special essays by the late Dr. L. Herzfeld* and Professor 

1 See Fr. Lenormant, Essat sur la propagation de l'alphabet phénicien dans 
Cancien monde, t. i. p. 88 sqq.; also the Table of Alphabets, Plate 101 of the 
London Palaeographical Society, 2nd series, 

2 Geschichte der hebrdischen Sprache und Schrift (Leipzig, 1815), p. 137 8qq. 

3 Lehrbuch der hebrdischen Grammatik, Leipzig, 1879, p. 22 sqq. 


* Geschichte des Volkes Israel, etc., 2nd ed., 2nd vol., pp. 76 to gr. 
VOL, ITI. B 
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H. Graetz!, which are inserted as excursuses to their histories 
of the people of Israel. The former, who wrote his important 
work in 1863, is necessarily not abreast of the present day 
as to palaeography, but he mentions all the documents re- 
lating to the subject in the Talmudic and patristic litera- 
ture, and offers also valuable suggestions as-to the alphabet 
in which the text used by the LXX must have been written, 
judging from the variations which their translation presents 
from the Massoretic text. In 1863, the Phoenician inscription 
dedicated to Baal Lebanon, that of the Moabite stele®, and 
of the Siloam Pool‘, were not yet discovered. For the 
Aramaic, Dr. Herzfeld could only base his argument on the 
characters found in the Carpentras inscription and the Turin 
Papyrus®. And above all, he could have had no knowledge 
of the early inscriptions in square characters, viz. of the Bene 
Hezir®, and in the synagogue of Kefr Ber’em’, and some 
others. He therefore stands in the infancy of palaeographical 
science, speaking with Ewald of an alphabet brought from 
Egypt by the Hyksos, and maintaining with Saalschiitz that 
the Phoenicians cannot be the inventors of the alphabet, 
because the original names of the letters presuppose an agri- 
cultural tribe, and not a maritime nation, such as the Phoe- 
nicians are known to have been. But, in spite of these 
unavoidable defects, Dr. Herzfeld’s essay is still worth study- 
ing, and we can only admire the sagacity brought to bear 
by him upon the subject, even with the imperfect knowledge 


1 Geschichte der Juden, II, ii. (Leipzig, 1876), p. 400 sqq. 

2 See Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum (Paris, 1881), part i. No. 5 (p. 22 
sqq.), and our table of the alphabets. 

3 See Records of the Past, new series (London, 1889), ii. p. 194, and our table, 
which is the work of the talented Semitic scholar, Prof. Rudolf E. Briinnow. 

* Ibidem, i. p. 168, and our table. 

5 See Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, part ii. pp. 143-148, and our table. 

* See below, p. 17. 

7 See Corpus Inscriptionum Hebraicarum, etc., von D. Chwolson (St. 
Petersburg, 1882), p. 87. To this important work Professor Euting of Stras- 
bourg has added facsimiles and an extended table of the various Semitic 
alphabets, which our readers may consult with great benefit. 
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of the development of the Phoenician alphabet which was 
then possessed. 

Dr. Graetz, who wrote in 1876, of course availed himself 
of the discoveries which had then been made in the field 
of Semitic inscriptions, and although the Baal Lebanon 
Phoenician inscription as well as the Teima! Aramaic one 
was not at his disposal, he follows the right path concerning 
the development of the Hebrew square characters from the 
Aramaic, 

We must not forget to mention Dr. A. Geiger’s? ‘ Intre- 
duction to the Biblical Books,’ which contains a few valuable 
notes on our subject. 

Before proceeding with our views on the introduction of | 
the Hebrew square characters, it may perhaps be useful to 
state how far the Israelites were acquainted with the art 
of writing before the Babylonian captivity. Whatever date 
may be assigned to the Biblical documents, it cannet be 
doubted that the Israelites were acquainted with the art of 
writing from an early period of their social life. It is not 
altogether certain whether books were originally meant by 
the word 75D, and whether the word n> expressed always 
writing with a pen®, for it seems that there is a difference 
between the expressions 18D Sy an3 and "pD2 an>. The first 
means writing upon a Sepher, a tablet most likely, and the 
second writing iz a Sepher, implying a collection of writings, 
whether of tablets or of other material. No substantive of 
the root 3n3 is employed for a book, whether in early or 
later Hebrew, or to denote a professional writer, as is the 
case with the root 15D. In a section of the book of Judges * 


See Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, part ii. p, 110, and Studia Biblica, 
i, p. 211. For the Panammu Aramaic inscription, recently noticed by Pro- 
fessor A. H. Sayce (Academy, 7th September, 1889, p. 157), see at the end of 
the essay. 

* Nachgelassene Schriften, iv. (Berlin, 1876), p. 42 8qq. 

* See Professor Georg Hoffmann’s article, Lexikalisches, in the Zeitschrift 
Sir alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, edited by Prof. B. Stade, i. p. 335. 

* Judges viii. 14. 
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which is indisputably of early origin, we find that ‘ Gideon 
caught a young man of the men of Succoth, and enquired 
of him: and wrote down for him the princes of Succoth and 
the elders thereof.’ Thus writing was current even amongst 
other classes than professional men. In the time of Samuel 
books were already written. We read there}, ‘Then Samuel 
told the people the manner of the kingdom, and wrote # 
in the book and laid 2¢ up before the Lord.’ At the court 
of David the offices of a recorder and a scribe are mentioned 
as existing*. We are not willing to enter upon a discussion 
about the date of the composition of the Pentateuch and of 
the book of Joshua, but the mention in these of the written 
books of ‘ Jashar*’ and ‘the Wars of the Lord *’ is sufficient 
for our purpose. One has only to open a Hebrew concordance 
of the Bible at the word 3n> ‘to write,’ in order to see how 
frequently this word occurs in Scripture, from which the con- 
clusion may be drawn that the art of writing was freely 
practised by the Israelites, at least amongst the higher class 
of them. 7 

We may perhaps be allowed to quote a verse of the 
prophet Hosea, which seems not to be preserved in its original 
form. He says, in the name of God 5, according to the A.V.: 
‘I have written to him the great things of my law, du they 
were counted as a strange thing.’ The R.V. translates, 
‘Though I write for him my law in ten thousand precepis,’ 
and on the margin, ‘I wrote for him the ten thousand things 
of my law,’ following the Q’ri 137 instead of ‘31. The 
LXX translates as follows: xataypdyeo aire mAnGos, cai Ta 
vouipa avrod. The Targum and the Syriac version have 
both ‘a multitude.’ We believe that if an emendation has 
to be made, it ought to be that proposed by eminent scholars, 
such as Newcome, Graf, Kuenen, and M. J. Halévy °, viz. "35 
instead of ‘25, ‘words of my law,’ words having the meaning 


t 1 Sam. x. 25. 3 2 Sam. xx. 24, 25. $s Joshua x. 12. 
* Numbers xxi. 14. 5 Hosea viii. 12. 
® See the various readings in the Variorum Bible (and ed.), a. l. 
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here of ‘commandments, which are called elsewhere D5 
‘words!’ But for our purpose it will prove in any case that 
something of the law was written down for the nation in the 
time of Hosea. 

We know that the neighbouring nations were at the time 
of David far advanced in the art of writing. The Phoe- 
nicians had already disseminated their alphabet throughout 
the greater part of the world, the Assyrian libraries were 
already filled with brick tablets and cylinders on which all 
kinds of records were written down in the cuneiform characters, 
in which a large correspondence was discovered lately at Tel 
el-Amarna, written about 1400 B.c., and in which refer- 
ence is made to Palestinian cities*. Moreover, the kings of 
Aram sent letters to the kings of Israel®. King Mesha’s 
inscription * of thirty-four lines shows clearly that in the 
ninth century B.c. the Moabites were acquainted with the 
art of writing. This inscription is wmtten in characters 
slightly differing from those employed by the Phoenicians 
in the Baal Lebanon fragment®; they must have been in 
use amongst the Moabites some time before the ninth 
century, for a people scarcely begins writing with a text of 
thirty-four lines. 

That the Israelites, so familiar with the art of writing, 
also used a kind of Phoenician script, at least as early as the 
time of David, was generally admitted ®, chiefly because of 
the resemblance of the Phoenician alphabet to that found 
on the Maccabean coins. This has now been confirmed by 
the discovery of the Siloam inscription ’, the first deciphering 
of which we owe to Professor Sayce. The letters of the 
Siloam text are much nearer those of the Phoenician alphabet 


} Exodus xx. 1; Deuteronomy v. I9. 

3 See Professor Sayce’s article in the Transactions of the Victoria Institute, 
Annual Address, 1889. 

3 2 Kings v. 5, 6. * See note 3 on p. 3. 5 See our table. 

* See Gesenius (note 2 on p. 1), p. 139 8qq. 

7 See above, p. 2; also Guthe in the Zeitschrift der deutsch. morg. 
Gesellschaft, 1882, p. 725. 
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than those of the Jewish coins of the second Temple. It 
is a curious fact, however, that among the monuments of 
the Phoenicians (the supposed inventors of the earliest 
alphabet), which we possess, there is none older than 1000— 
goo B.C., while of Jewish monuments the Siloam inscription 
remains unique. The Siloam characters are already more 
cursive than those of the Moabite stele', and in characters 
similar to them, but perhaps still more cursive, we have 
to suppose that the book found in the Temple, and those 
carried away by the exiles (if they did so) would have been 
written. | 

The Phoenician characters, with more or less modifications, 
were evidently current, for commercial purposes at least, 
about the year 700 B.C., and were used from Egypt to the 
Mediterranean lands, and extending as far as Assyria. The 
latter country, where the cuneiform system of writing con- 
tinued to be employed up to the date of the fall of Nineveh, 
while in Babylonia it was used even so late as the reign 
of Domitian, was obliged to carry on its official corres- 
pondence in Aramaic characters, a modification of the Phoe- 
nician script, when it became master of Aram (Mesopotamia), 
Damascus, Arabia, Palestine, and Egypt. On Assyrian 
weights of 700 B.C. we find Phoenician characters’, and 
Rabshakeh was asked by Eliakim, Shebna and Joash to 
speak Aramaic, which they understood, and not in Yehudith 
or Hebrew, the language of the common people®. Some 
letters on these Assyrian weights have already undergone 
important modifications from the Baal Lebanon characters 
in the direction of a cursive form. For instance, the daleth 
is already open at the top, like that of the later Aramaic 
monuments in Egypt; the Ze‘ is more simple, having only 
one horizontal stroke, and thus approaches the Hebrew square 
character ; the yod is the smallest letter; the /amed is simply 
cursive ; and the aiz is also open. Unfortunately there is 
a gap in the Aramaic monuments, between the Assyrian 


1 See the table. * Ibidem, col, 6. 3 Isaiah xxxvi. II. 
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weights and the stele of Saqqarah in Egypt, the date of 
which is only 482 B.c., fifty-four years after the return of 
the exiles from Babylonia. Here the eth and the resh are 
already open; the He inclined already to the Hebrew square 
form; the e/zm is but the square form in an undeveloped 
state ; the aleph, although nearer to the old Phoenician form, 
inclines towards that of the Siloam inscription. We can see 
from this short description of the gradual modification of the 
Phoenician letters, according to time and locality, how 
possible it was that in the countries where the Jewish exiles 
were settled, the Phoenician characters might have already 
reached a cursive stage, approaching the so-called square 
character. The letters of the Palmyrene inscriptions, which 
date from 9 B.C., as far as they have been at present dis- 
covered, though they differ in details, are in all essential 
respects similar to the Hebrew square characters!. Of course 
there must be earlier inscriptions in Palmyra, which we hope 
may soon come to light. 

Let us now turn to the Jews after their return from exile 
in Babylonia, where they had remained for more than two 
generations. If this space of time was not sufficient to ex- 
tinguish entirely their language, two generations are more 
than enough for the adoption of the writing of a country, 
in which business was to be carried on. If the Aramaic lan- 
guage had partly modified the Hebrew of the exiles, it 1s 
certain that the Aramaic writing, which was so similar to 
the Old Hebrew of the Siloam inscription, must have done 
so. When the Jews returned to Jerusalem there was a cor- 
respondence with the court of Artaxerxes, king of Persia, and 
the writing of the letters was in Aramaic characters and in- 
terpreted in the Aramaic tongue’, (A.V. has in the Synan 
tongue, which comes to the same thing.) This is, however, 
no proof that the Jews had forgotten altogether their old 
writing, but from this passage it is evident that the official 


1 See the table; also De Vogué, Syrte Centrale, p. 3. 
3 Ezra iv. 7. 
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correspondence with the Persian court was carried on in the 
Aramaic tongue and in Aramaic characters; and many of 
those who returned from exile may have known both. The 
book of the Law, out of which Ezra read before the congrega- 
tion1, and from which copies were made, might consequently 
have been written : 1st, either in the old Hebrew letters, similar 
to those found on the Maccabean coins; 2nd, or in Aramaic 
characters, which the exiles brought back with them from Baby- 
lonia; 3rd, or in both forms of writing, for the benefit alike of 
the Babylonian Jews, a great number of whom settled in the 
country, as well as of the Jews who had remained in Palestine 
and could only read the old Hebrew script. We incline to 
the last hypothesis, for it is certain that the Jews who re- 
mained in Babylonia must have needed a copy of the Law 
in their own mode of writing, if they had to read it in their 
synagogues, and interpret it in their schools. And Ezra or 
his immediate successors must surely have taken care that the 
Law should not be neglected out of the Holy Land. 

The Talmudic tradition, to which, however, we cannot 
always allow a historical value, declares that the change of 
characters in writing the text of scripture was made by Ezra. 

On this point we find the following statement in various 
parts of the Talmud ?: 


anon Saw > ain man) ndnna sap wp NON NDT ID TON 

sone pwr Nw! ANDI Ny on ond mM IN wp pods may 
snp moyind amom wpn ped noes ana Seed pnd ya 
x nay and (NO UNM NION V7 MONIT ND So pdr nay 
“YN NIN! ty A MN ON OD 7 tn and sno NIDN 
ondxn bx aby awn ros sin awn awy wip xd xdody Sxnyed 
AX mTIn px. TONA AY Sy AD Saanp mby sy Nin qi Nn yD 
9055 wenn nya) my omy) qo gin wos min jad xn aydy 


1 Nehemiah viii. 3. 

2 Bab. Talmud, Sanhedrin, ff. 21> and 22°, of which we give the text, being 
the completest. Compare, Tosiftha, Sanhedrin, iv. 7 (ed. Zuckermandel), 
pp. 421 and 422; Palestinian (or Jerusalem) Talmud, Megillah, i. 9 (fol. 7° 
and °), and partly Sotah, vii. 2 (fol. 21°). It is useless to give variations, since 
they do not bear upon our thesis. 


Sguare.Characters in Biblical MSS. 9 


my wid inad pom ary °D wie NIN ND DDaWH DPN one 
amin many xby p’ys pawn pin SywS sddy mieydd wads » mon 
pNd! MDI Tins pnw ans) sw anon yy Sy manws rw dy 
nbnna ww 9 xn TwRD onDy mbye mmwe sip nd... mp KN 
ma mine prs pyind ind yams wonw iyo Saeed min mons vr an23 
[ON NEN ANDI MND Nw ADY Np? aod... ond NINA 
soapy 55 mone xd ar ans yon 89 DwD TOR NOrwD 72 8’ Dw 


‘Mar Zutra (a Babylonian doctor of the fourth century) 
says, and others report it in the name of Mar Ugqba (of the 
same date): “The law was in the first instance given to 
Tsrael in Jér2 characters and in the holy language; in the 
time of Ezra the law was given a second time in Assyrian 
characters, and in the Aramaic language. Israel chose then 
the Assyrian characters, with the holy language, and left to 
the Jdiotes the Ibri writing with the Aramaic language.” 
Who are the Idiotes? R. Hisda (a Babylonian doctor of the 
fourth century) says: the Kuthim, or the Samaritans. What 
is the Ibri writing? The Libunah! characters.’ This passage 
of the Bab. Talmud is continued in the following manner: 
‘R. Jose (who lived in the third century) says, “Ezra was 
worthy that the law should have been given through him, 
if Moses had not done it before. In fact, in the case of both 
the expression nby ‘to ascend’ is employed. It is said?: ‘And 
Moses went up unto God,’ and it is said®, ‘This Ezra went up 
from Babylon.’ As the going up of Moses was for the sake 
of the law, so it was in the case of Ezra. Indeed it is said 
of Moses‘, ‘And the Lord commanded me at that time to 
teach you statutes and judgments.’ And it is equally said of 
Ezra°, ‘For Ezra had prepared his heart to seek the law of 
the Lord, and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes and 
judgments.’ Although the law was not given through Ezra, 
the writing was changed by him, as it is written®, ‘The 
writing of the letter was written in Aramaic and with Ara- 


1 See below, p. 11. 2 Exodus xix. 3. 3 Ezra vii. 6. 
* Deut. iv. 14. 5 Ezra vii. 10. * Ezra iv. 7. 
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maic characters!.’”’... The passage continues: ‘“ Why is the 
writing called Ashurith? Because it came up with them 
from Ashur (Assyria).” Rabbi [Jehudah] (the compiler of the 
Mishnah, who lived 180 a.p.) said: “In the first instance 
the law was given to Israel in Assyrian characters. After 
they had sinned, the characters were changed into Roatz?, 
and when they repented the original characters were given 
back to them... Why is it called Ashurith? Because it 1s . 
a straight character, WN signifying straight.” R. Eleazar, 
son of Prata, said in the name of R. Eleazar, of Modein (who 
lived at the beginning of the second century), the present 
writing has not been changed at all...’ 

In another passage®, the following saying is reported in 
the name of R. Eliezer, son of Jacob; he said that three 
prophets went with the exiles to the Holy Land. The one 
gave witness as to the place where the altar stood, and how 
it was shaped; the second gave witness that sacrifices are 
offered even when the Temple is not yet built; and the third 
affirmed that the law will be written in Assyrian script. 


syny tne dun po ony iy oa mwdy row apy yo 89 gan 
by AN panpow ond seyAw smxi naron opp by) naron by ond 
snwes snsnw anna Sy and pynw sms na pew 
In the Mishnah* the Assurith is considered holy and the 
Ibri profane. From these passages it follows that tradition 
was aware of a change undergone by the writing at a remote 
date, and unknown to the rabbis, on account of which they 
attributed it to Ezra. And we shall see that they were 
partially nght in their opinion. Of course the sayings of 
Rabbi [Jehudah] and R. Eleazar have no historical value, since 
they only tried to save the antiquity of the Assyrian characters, 
for the sake of orthodoxy. Philo even says that the Assyrian 
characters date from Moses. Origen and Jerome further 


1 The... are in the place of the Biblical verses which are adduced in the 
Talmud, and explained in an Agadic manner for the purpose. 

2 See below, p. 11. 3 Bab. Talmud, Z’bahim, fol. 62°. 

* Zabim, iv. 7. | 
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mention that the new characters were introduced by Ezra. 
Finally, the Samaritan chronicle of Abul-Fatah (written in 
the eleventh century) states that Ezra changed the Ibri charac- 
ters, and introduced twenty-seven letters, which means that it 
attributes to Ezra the five final forms of 5, D, 3, 5, and ¥1. We 
have seen?.that the Palestinian doctors call the old Ibn 
writing py, and the Babylonian Hisdai calls it xna‘5. The 
derivation of these two terms remains at present doubtful. 
But we shall not trouble our readers with all the possible 
interpretations of these two words proposed by scholars. We 
believe, with Dr. Hoffmann, that the right reading of the 
first word is yt, a variation mentioned by R. Hananel (who 
lived in the tenth century), in his commentary on the 
Talmud‘, This reading is perhaps confirmed by Epiphanius, 
who says in his treatise on the twelve stones of the ephod 
(preserved in Latin only), that Ezra brought the Pentateuch, 
which was formerly written ‘forma Hebraei deession, quod 
interpretatur “insculptum’’.’ The root pys, in Syriac and Ara- 
maic, means ¢o fiz im, and hence might not unnaturally be 
used in the sense of engrave; and the old Ibri writing was 
known to the Palestinian doctors of the third century by 
coins alone, since they had little communication with the 
Samaritans, and after all the Samaritan characters had 
already assumed calligraphic forms, introduced by scribes. 
It is most likely that the Babylonian rabbi knew the old 
Ibri characters from inscriptions on bricks, and therefore 
ealled it Zibonaz, which means on brick®. We have seen 
from the Talmud that the square characters are called 
‘Assyrian’ because the Jews brought them from Assyria. 
The name of Assyria was employed for a long time after the 


1 See Herzfeld, op. ct¢. (note 4 on p. 1), p. 77- 

? See above, p. 9. 5 Op. cit. (note 3 on p. 3), p. 335. 

* See Bettridge zur hebradischen Grammatik im Talmud und Midragch, von 
Dr. A. Berliner (Berlin, 1879), p. 8. 

5 We do not believe that the Babylonian Hisdai knew much about the 
locality 315 (Judges xxi. 19), from which Dr. Hoffmann seeks to explain 
Libnai, op. cit. (note 3 on p. 3), p. 338. 
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fall of the Assyrian empire, in order to denote Mesopotamia. 
Even the King of Persia is called! King of Assur. In Greek 
writers? Assyria is often employed for Aramaic countries, 
which were later called Syria. In fact the name of Syria is 
derived from the name Assyria. Even the system of vowel- 
points employed in the eighth century A.D. in some Eastern 
schools, which are placed above the letters, is termed the 
Assyrian punctuation, whilst the system used by the Western 
school is called the Palestinian punctuation, or that of Tiberias. 
Those rabbis who did not like the idea of the introduction of 
foreign characters into the Bible, explained the traditional 
phrase ‘ Assyrian writing’ by the word “ws ‘straight.’ Epi- 
phanius, in the above-mentioned passage®, says of the new 
writing, ‘haec igitur forma, quam nunc tenent Judaei, vocatur 
Somahirenus. There is clearly here a corruption of the text, 
which can be cleared up only by an examination of the MSS. 

We must now refer to two other statements in the Talmud, 
which have reference to the new species of writing intro- 
duced by Ezra. R. Levi (a Palestinian rabbi of the third 
century) says‘, in reference to the tables of the Law, that ‘ if 
they were written in old Ibri characters, the » must have 
stood there by a miracle, and if they were written in Assy- 
rian, the D must have stood there by a miracle.’ This has to be 
explained in the following way. The Biblical passage, where it 
is said that ‘ the tables were written on both their sides, on the 
one side and on the other were they written’ (Exodus xxxii. 15), 
is interpreted to mean that the letters when engraved were cut 
through the whole thickness of the stone. Consequently the 
y, which forms on the Maccabean coins a circle or triangle, 
and the D, which has a circular form in later Aramaic, and 
in the Hebrew square writing, when cut through the whole 
thickness of the monument, must have stood in their place by 


1 Ezra vi. 22. 

? See for the passages Herzfeld, op. cit. (note 4 on p.1), p. 90. The Syrian 
Tatian is called an Assyrian. 8 See above, p. 11. 

* Jer. Talmud, Megillah, i. 9 nmyn PY MINT MIM PII ‘87 JRO 1d VR 
D°D) MWYD JOD AINA TIN. WN /RT IND .0°D2. 
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a miracle. R. Hisda makes a similar statement!, saying, 
that if the tables were written in ‘Assyrian’ writing, the 
final 5 and the D stood there by a miracle. From the last 
statement we must conclude that the final form of the », or 
perhaps of all the five letters 2, 0, 3, 5, and ¥, was established 
in the third century 4a.p. We shall, however, find two of 
these final letters on a monument of the first century B. c.? 
The tradition is thus pretty general that a new form of 
writing was introduced after the exile for copying scripture, 
and the early tradition attributed it to Ezra. Now there 
is no reason why we should not agree with this tradition 
of the rabbis and the early Christian fathers. There is in 
fact nothing else possible, but to admit that the Pentateuch, 
(for this book was the first to be multiplied by copies,) was 
simultaneously written in the old Ibri and in the Aramaic 
characters, before either of them was declared sacred. The 
one once being declared sacred, the other would not have been 
accepted by the schools without prolonged discussion ; and there 
is no trace of such discussions in the early or later schools. 
To say that the old /ért characters developed gradually into 
the Aramaic *, a process which would have required scores 
of years, if not centuries, implies an ignorance of the cha- 
racter of the Jews after their return from exile. They would 
not have exchanged the one form of writing for the other 
when its sanctity had once impressed itself on the mind 
of the nation through its use in transcribing scripture. A 
clear proof of human obstinacy in adhering to a particular 
form of characters when once declared sacred, is that the 
Samaritans, who must surely have been in contact with 
Aramaic writing, still kept to the old characters which long 
use had made them consider sacred, after the modified Aramaic 
characters were already in general use, not only amongst the 
Jews, but amongst the populations of Egypt, Syria, and the 


Bab. Tulmud, Shabbath, fol. 104% 022 NIMbaw JOD) OD NIM 17 WORK 
pay yn. 
2 See p. 17. * A. Geiger, op. cit. (note 2 on p. 3), P- 43. 
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Mediterranean coast. It is therefore very probable that the 
two forms of script were employed simultaneously in the 
Pentateuch until the Maccabean wars, when nearly all the 
copies of it were probably destroyed, and scripture could only 
be restored by means of copies from Mesopotamia and Baby- 
lonia which were written in the Aramaic characters, used 
at the time in these countries and also in Egypt. These 
characters already closely resemble the so-called square letters, 
though in a still undeveloped state, as can be seen from the 
Egyptian papyri of the third and second century, several 
of which bear marks of Hebrew’. The Jews of the better 
class were now generally acquainted with the Aramaic mode 
of writing, and there was consequently no difficulty in intro- 
ducing it into the synagogues and schools. The Samaritans, 
however, retained their old writing which had become holy 
by long use, and have not admitted a change of characters 
down to our own days. 

As for the other biblical books, we believe that they were 
written in Aramaic characters solely from the beginning, 
since no early use was made of them in the service of the 
Temple, and they were not the object of exegesis in the 
schools of the priests. Most likely the Psalms were recited 
in the Temple, and the lessons from the Prophets were de- 
livered from memory by professional men. This seems to 
us to be the reason why the Samaritans accepted no book of 
Holy Scripture except the Pentateuch, which alone was written 
both in old Jé72 and in Aramaic characters. This fact, how- 
ever, would not exclude the possibility that parts of the 
earlier Prophets, of the Psalms and of other records, may 
have been preserved in the old Ibm characters in private 
hands. It is also possible that many apocryphal books were 
not received into the Canon because they were written in 
old Ibri letters; what other reason? could there have been 


1 Corpus Inser. Sem., part ii. pp. 137 and 148 sqq., and our table. See also 
Nioldeke in the Encyclopaedia Britannica, gth ed., vol. xxi, p. 647. 

? The reason given, that it was rejected because it bore the name of the 
author, does not seem plausible. 
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. for rejecting the book of Sirach, for instance, which is of 
as early a date as 200 B.C., and contains nothing but ethical 
aphorisms, which are not at variance with any Biblical 
record? An early Greek translation of it was made by the 
grandson of the author in Egypt, because the Egyptian Jews 
not only knew imperfectly the Hebrew tongue, but perhaps also 
because they could not read the old Ibri character. Thus, instead 
of transcribing it into Aramaic characters, it was thought pre- 
ferable to make a Greek translation of it for more general use. 

We are inclined to believe that the Septuagint version was 
made from a copy or copies of the Pentateuch, written in 
Aramaic characters as far developed in the direction of the 
square forms as in the Egyptian papyri of 300 to 100 B.C., 
or in the Hebrew inscription of Gezer about 200 B.c.1 We 
shall not insist upon the frequent confusion between vaw and 
yod, the forms of both being nearly the same, as may be seen 
from the name of mn, written on the margins of the Greek 
translation TIIT1%. Indeed, although it is evident from the 
passage in Matthew ® that the vod was the smallest letter in 
the time of Christ, and although it is in this form that we 
find it on the Aramaic papyni of Egypt, 100 B.c., as well as 
in the epitaph of the family Hezir, in Jerusalem, about the 
same date, and constantly in the Palmyrene inscriptions of 
9 B.c.4, it is nevertheless almost identical with the vaw on 
the inscription of the synagogue of Kefr Ber’em in Galilee, 
of the second century 4.pD. And from the rule, which we find 
in the Talmud as late as the fifth century A.pD., that the 
professional scribes of the Pentateuch scrolls must take care 
not to write yod like vaw, it is plain that these two letters 
were still liable to be confused at a very late date °. 


1 See our table of alphabets. 

3 Jerome says erroneously that it was written in archaic characters. See 
Gesenius, op. cit. (note 3 on p. 1), p. 176. . 

3 Mat. v. 18. * See for all these inscriptions the table of alphabets. 

5 Prof. Graetz, op. cit. (note 2 on p. 1), p. 407, concludes that the Gospel of 
St. Matthew must be later than the Kefr Ber’em inscription, which is scarcely 
admissible. 
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We shall pass over the confusion of letters occurring in 
proper names in the Hebrew text and in the Septuagint. 
But when we find, in Gén. xlix. 22, what follows according 
to the A. V. in agreement with the Hebrew text: ‘Joseph isa 
fruitful bough (Heb. son), even a fruitful bough (son) by a 
well; whose branches (Heb. daughters) run over the wall;’ 
translated in the LXX: TYids nvénpévos Iwond, vids niEnuevos 
pov CnrAwrtds, vids pov vedtatos mpds pe avdotpeyov, we have 
to suppose the following text for the latter part of the verse 
(we have not been able to hit upon one for pov (yrwrds): 
aw ‘dy “yyn 123 instead of ww ‘Sy (read wy) myy ni. 
Now the confusion between 7 and M and between 3 and \ can 
only be explained by the help of advanced Aramaic, as in the 
papyri. In verse 14 where the A. V. renders by ‘ Issachar is 
a strong ass, the LXX translate Icodyap ro xadov éreOvunoer, 
which would represent in Hebrew D073 Spon 12%, and if so, 
as the confusion between » and pb is only possible in the same 
advanced Aramaic characters, it points to the same conclusion. 
An investigation into the various forms of characters in 
which scripture lay before the Greek translators by the re- 
construction of the text according to their translation would 
certainly clear up many doubts. But any one who would 
undertake this laborious task must bear in mind, that the 
Greek translators, like the Targumists, sometimes followed 
the interpretation current in the schoo!s of the time, so that 
a different translation does not always imply a different text, 
more especially in prophetical passages. 

Of course we must not suppose that the earliest copies 
with square characters were specimens of calligraphic art, 
such as are to be found in our present MSS. We have only 
to look at the following scanty inscriptions which exist 
written in Hebrew square characters; they are (1) that of 
Araq-el-Emir?! consisting of five letters, which according to a 
photograph read M375y or 3y, and which we believe is of 


1 Chwolson, op. cit. (note 7 on p. 2), p. §5, reproduced more exactly from 
a photograph in Dr. Driver's Notes on Samuel, p. xxii. 
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a much later date than 350 B.C. as originally supposed. The 
yod has still the ancient form as in the stele of Saqqarah. 
(2) That of Gezer’, probably of the second century B.C., 
in which we read “;30nn ‘ limit of Gezer,’ i.e. a Sabbath day’s 
journey *. (3) On the porta triplex at Jerusalem °, containing 
most probably the following words: 33M) 33 BDY 33 35> ‘ Caleb 
son of Joseph son of Johanan,’ of doubtful date, but certainly 
not earlier than the first century B.c. (4) The epitaph of the 
family of Hezir‘4, discovered at the entrance to the so-called 
tomb of St. James, containing the following words: 73?[7] mt 
BD. .6.3e005 PDO 3 PMY pyow An ayy mon ~yded a[5]wom 
“wn 9930 MIN 133 WYN ‘this tomb and resting-place is of Eleazar, 
Hanayah, Yoezer, Judah, Simeon, Johanan son of Joseph 
son .... sph and Eleazar sons of Hanayah of the sons of 
Hezir.’ The date is supposed to be between the first century 
B.C. and the first half of the first century a. D., probably about 
the first year of the Christian era. Here we find the final 
forms of the nun and pe. (5) The inscription of a royal sar- 
cophagus® found in the tombs of the kings, having a Syriac. 
inscription with the following words: xn2>p fi¥, Zdn, the 
queen, and a Hebrew one xnadp ny, Zdh, the queen ; the date 
assigned to it is the first century a.p. It is perhaps the 
sarcophagus of the queen of Adiabene. (6) An inscription dis- 
covered near Jerusalem ®, on a road leading to the so-called 
tomb of the Judges or the Prophets, probably of the first 
century A. D.,in which we read the words [ms]on dw mn sawon 
‘this resting-place of Has[diyah].’ 

It is useless to proceed to later texts and to mention the 
inscriptions of the catacombs of Rome, the inscriptions of 
the synagogue of Kefr Ber’em in Galilee, the epitaphs of 
Venosa, and the Babylonian vases, which are all in Hebrew 
characters more or less cursive. But we must not omit to 


1 Chwolson, tbidem, p. 58. 2 Acts i. 12. 

3 Chwolson, ibidem, p. 62. 

* Ibidem, p. 64, or Dr. Driver's Notes on Samuel, p. xxiii. 

5 Ibidem, p. 72. * Ibidem, p. 74. 
VOL, IIT. C 
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state that the dates of the epitaphs found in the Crimea, 
the earliest of which is dated 6 a.D., are all forgeries, and 
that none of them is earlier than 12501; we shall see subse- 
quently that this is the case as regards the dates of some 
Pentateuch scrolls, one of which bears the date of 489 A. D. 

We have seen that the undeveloped forms of the ‘square’ 
letters are to be found in the papyri of 400 B.c., and more 
distinctly on the stele of Saqqarah 482 B.c. In the lately 
discovered Aramaic inscriptions of Teima, which are at the 
latest of the fourth century B.c., the square form of the 7 is 
already met with?. Thus the new Aramaic writing may 
safely be attributed to Ezra or his immediate successors, and 
be considered as having beén simultaneously used along with 
the old Ibri letters, passing out of use after the triumph of 
the Maccabees—except among the Samaritans—for Biblical 
texts. It was at that time when the MSS. of the Pentateuch 
became rare that new copies exclusively in Aramaic characters 
were introduced among the Jews. 

We have a vague statement in the Talmud which refers 
generally to that epoch. It is said ® that three books (Penta- 
teuchs) were found in the Temple (Azarah), by the majority 
of which variations of reading were settled. We learn from 
this how the men who fixed the text of scripture must have 
gone to work. And the fact that the introduction of the 
new writing is not mentioned, indicates that it must have 
been almost universal at the time. The MSS. referred to 
in the passage were destroyed (or had long since perished), 
and their places were taken by new ones. No doubt, the 
same was the case with all MSS. of later date, the new ones 
causing the older ones to disappear. The result of printing 
the Talmud is a striking illustration of this. There is now 
only one complete MS. of it at Munich, and this of com- 

1 See Dr. Harkavy’s essay, Altjiidtsche Denkmiler aus der Krim, in the 
Mémoires de 0 Académie Impériale des Sciences de St, Pétersbourg, viie série, 
t. xxiv, No, 1 (1876), p. 168 sqq. 


3 Corp. Inscr. Sem., part ii. t. i, p. 107 8qq. 
$ Palest. Talmud, Ta‘anith, iv. 2. 
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paratively late date. Yet it is certain that at least each 
school belonging to various congregations had a copy of the 
Talmud, while there were also many in private hands. 

After the destruction of the second Temple in the time of 
the Mishnah, there were many copies of the Old Testament 
in existence; we find, for instance, the mention of glosses in 
a copy made by R. Meir!, a great doctor and a professional 
scribe. Curiously enough some of these glosses or various 
readings have been lately discovered in a Midrash, compiled 
before 1280 a. D.”, where it is said that they were taken from 
a scroll carried away by the Romans after the capture of 
Jerusalem *, This is the earliest MS. known of the Law or the 
Pentateuch, though lost like many others, but out of which 
not less than thirty-two variations frem our Massoretic text 
are preserved. Josephus, in his deseription of the triumph 
which Vespasian held at Rome after his capture of Jerusalem, 
says amongst other things‘: ‘But fer those that were taken 
in the Temple of Jerusalem, they made the greatest figure of 
them all: that is the golden table, of the weight of many 
talents; the candlestick algo, that was made of gold, ... and 
last of all the spoils was carried the law of the Jews.’ Towards 
the end of the same chapter he says, that whilst Vespasian 
laid up in the Temple of Peace, as ensigns of his glory, those 
golden vessels and instruments that were taken from the 
Jewish Temple, he gave orders that they should deposit 
their law, and the purple veils of the holy place, in the royal 
palace itself, and keep them there. What was the reason 
that the great conqueror took such care to carry with him a 
copy of the Law, and assign to it such an honourable place, 


1 See the Rev. Isidore Harris's essay, The Rise and the Development of the 
Massorah, in the Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. i. p. 134. 

* The Midrash is quoted very often by Raymundus Martini in his Pugio 
Sidet, composed in 1278. See The Expositor, 1888 (vol. 7), p. 100 sqq. 

* See the essay of Herr A. Epstein, Hin von Titus nach Rom gebrachter 
Pentateuch-Codex und seine Varianten, in the Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte 
und Wissenschaft des Judenthums, 1885, p. 338 8qq. Also 1886, p. 274 sqq. 

* Ware, VIT. v. 7. 
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whilst Titus, as Josephus mentions!, presented him with 
many other codices captured by him, and whilst on the other 
hand, as the Talmud relates? in a legend, they were destroyed 
and profaned by him and his soldiers? No doubt it must 
have been a precious copy of the Law to which the Temple 
authorities attached special value, and this copy reached Rome 
about 70 a.D. Of course this precious scroll was destroyed 
with many other treasures of the city of the world together 
with the vessels of the Jerusalem Temple. This precious MS., 
however, did not always remain in the imperial palace, for it 
was handed over to a synagogue after 220 4.D. Ina Mid- 
rash®, attributed to Rabbi Moses, the preacher, at Narbonne, 
thirty-two variants are mentioned in the Pentateuch, found 
in the copy of the Law which was taken from Jerusalem to 
Rome and preserved in the synagogue of Asverus. (The 
Aramaic wording of this sentence may claim to be authentic.) 
Before mentioning a few of the most important variations, 
the synagogue of Asverus has to be identified. This has 
been done ingeniously by Herr A. Epstein* in a German 
essay of which we shall reproduce the substance. Asverus 
according to Oriental spelling represents the name of Severus. 
Now there might have been a synagogue at Rome built by a 
proselyte named Severus, although this is improbable, since 
the proselytes received usually Hebrew names. Besides, by 
what influence could a private person obtain a treasure laid 
up in the imperial palace? But let us see if we cannot find 
traces of an emperor Severus who was friendly to the Jews as 
Julian was. The Palestinian Talmud? relates that Antoninus 
obtained information at the school of Rabbi (the editor of the 
Mishnah) about the building of an altar and about preparing 
incense, a fact from which we may conclude that this emperor 
intended to build for the Jews of Rome a place of worship 
similar to that of Jerusalem. This Antoninus has been iden- 


2 Vita, 75. 2 Bab. Talmud, Gittin, fol. 66°. 
3 See above, p. Ig, note 2. * See above, p. 19, note 3. 
5 Megillah, i. 11. 
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tified with very good reason by the eminent historian of the 
Jews, Prof. Graetz!, with Antoninus Alexander Severus. On 
the other hand we may infer from Lampridius? that Severus 
_ was considered a friend of the Jews. Lampridius relates that 
Severus was called at a public feast by men of Alexandria and 
Antiochia ‘Archisynagogus and high-priest.’ This is perhaps 
a direct allusion to the synagogue built by him with a kind 
of altar in it. To this synagogue the emperor probably trans- 
ferred the precious scroll, out of which the compiler of the 
Midrash reports thirty-two variations, which are now pub- 
lished according to two MSS.° We shall only mention a few 
striking ones; some of them are corrupt in the MSS. and 
not intelligible as yet. In Genesis xviii. 21, 22 we read, ‘And 
the Lord said, Because the cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is 
great, and because their sin is very grievous, I will go down 
now, and see whether they have done altogether according to 
the cry of it, which is come unto me.’ The Asverus MS. 
reads onpyxn ‘their cry, which is parallel to ‘their sin’ in 
the previous verse. Indeed the Septuagint translates xpavyiv 
airGv and so also the Aramaic translations, pnn>‘2pon. In 
Gen. xxiv. 7 ‘The Lord God of heaven, which took me from 
my father's house, and from the land of my kindred,’ lit. from 
the land of my birth. The A. V. by translating ‘of my kin- 
dred’ avoided the difficulty, that Abraham was born at Ur 
Kasdim, whilst his family settled at Haran. The Asverus 
scroll has ‘from my father’s house and from my land’ (‘Y>N»)). 
Gen. xlvin. 7 ‘And I buried her (Rachel) in the way of 
Ephrath, the same is Bethlehem.’ This is in the first instance 
a geographical difficulty. Besides, according to 1 Samuel 
x. 2 and Jeremiah xxxi. 15, Rachel’s grave was in the land of 
Benjamin, and not in Judah. The Asverus scroll has only 
‘And I buried her on the way.’ R. Meir also says distinctly, 
according to the Siphré, that Rachel died in the territory of 
1 Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1852, p. 430 8qq. 
* Ad Alexandrum Severum, Cap. 28. 


3 See Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1887, p. 508, where we find 
the reading of D17°D71 instead of DI71DN1. 
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Benjamin!. This scroll omits the two names of the towns 
Adma and Zeboim after Sodom and Gomorrah in Deut. xxix. 
22 (23). Indeed the four cities are nowhere else mentioned 
together. Some of the variations to be found in the Asverus 
scroll are also quoted in the Midrash? from a MS. written by 
R. Meir. That the variations in this MS. are not an invention 
of the Talmudists may be seen from Jerome, who says in his 
commentary on Isaiah xxi. 11: ‘The burden of Dumah, that 
some Jews read Rumah for Dumah, which means to say that 
they apply this prophecy to Rome. And the Talmud states that 
in the MS. of R. Meir, Rumah stood in the place of Dumah 3.’ 
One fact is clear from the Asverus MS., viz. that although the 
text of the Pentateuch was in constant use in the synagogues 
from an early time and therefore better fixed than that of the 
other Biblical books, still there were not less than thirty-two 
variations from the Massoretic text, a fact which ought to be 
taken into consideration by the adversaries of Biblical cri- 
ticism. 

It cannot be doubted that the Jews, when dispersed over 
the world, were provided with copies of the Pentateuch, from 
the Babylonian and the Palestinian schools, besides the lessons 
of the Prophets, or the Haftaroth, the Psalms, the five 
‘ Megilloth,’ and the book of Job, which were all used in the 
synagogues on the sabbath, festivals, and fast days. Not a 
‘leaf of these copies is known at present to exist. We may 
ask where are the copies without vowel-points, which were 
certainly not introduced before the sixth century at the 
earliest? Did they all perish in the frequent persecutions 
of the Jews, or were they destroyed when the vowel-points 
were introduced, or do fragments of them still exist in some 
old synagogue, hidden away in remote corners? We hope 
that the last suggestion may prove to be the correct one, 
and that after thorough searching in the East, some of these 


1 See Herr Epstein’s discussion on this point in the Monatsschri/t, etc. (note 3 


on p. 19), 1887, p. 345. 
* Breshith Rabbd, chaps. ix, xx. 5 Palest. Talmud, Ta‘anith, i. 1. 
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fragments may be brought to light, as was the case with 
the MS. of a.p. 916, now at St. Petersburg. Many MSS., 
now lust, are indeed mentioned in the Massorah as well as 
in early commentators and in Hebrew chronicles. In the 

first instance, we may mention the famous codex Hilleli, 
attributed by some to Hillel the elder—which it is unneces- 
sary to prove cannot be the case. Abraham Zakkuth (in his 
chronicle, composed about 1500) states that on the 28th of 
Ab, of the year 4957 A. M.= 14th of August, 1197 4.D., there was 
a great persecution at Leon, in Spain. At that time the 
famous and very correct codex, which was written 600 years 
before that time, viz. about 600 a.pD., by Hillel!, and there- 
fore called Hilleli, was carried away from Leon, and was 
used for the collation and correction of existing MSS. ‘I saw 
of it’, says Zakkuth, ‘the parts containing the Prophets, 
written in large and carefully executed characters, at Bugia, 
in Africa, whither it was brought by the exiles from Portugal.’ 
According to David Qamhi’s statement in his grammar, the 
Pentateuch of this famous MS. was some time at Toledo. 
A newly acquired MS. in the Bodleian Library, written at 
Cairo, 1564, reads more correctly, ‘written by Hillel son of 
Moses son of Hillel,’ and thus the name of Hilleli is justi- 
fied®, We know a scribe named Moses ben Hillel, who 


1 So in ed. princeps (3 E, 1») and other editions according to it. Ed, Fili- 
powski (according to the MS. of Oxford, No. 2202 of our catalogue) has (fol. 220%) 
Moses ben Hillel (see the article of Prof. H. L. Strack, in the Zeitschrift fir 
Lutherische Theologie, 1875, p. 599). 

2 We read in the MS. Hebr. d. 16, of the Bodleian Library, the following : nova 
WA 0°990 19WD IND IIIA 9179 WOH AT AN Md HS OWA (1. 45*) WpnAn 
109 725 OVP 03ND PTW ODO 137 OWN INIT INI IM IANA OMdy 
*omm xp? wow Oy bo ya mwo ya boa 3 OM AND mW MRD ww 
DN MNIPY (OWA RT OORT DIDO 59 DMaD DAD MpPINID Yaw 
SRIVDVS WIT WO ATW MPT NIT NVM NINID DDITAN DIDI 
MPM YaNdIw WwW MK ’O ANY ww On DW) Ap rpNa ANDI: [ J 
do yO Wow °D “OIN INIIN yd Prapry by aw OWP prypIy poma 

TODA HN 
> Consequently our suggestion (Jewish Chronicle, 1886, fol. 124, 22 January, 
where a part of this paper is printed), that the Hilleli may have been written 
at Hillah, near Bagdad, and therefore called Hillali, must be abandoned. 
* See Gractz, Gesch. der Juden, t. vi. p. 212, where we read g Ab instead of 28. 
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copied a MS. of the Hagiographa, now in St. Petersburg, 
in the year 994 A.D.! Whether our Hillel is the son of 
this Moses, or an ancestor, is difficult to decide, for the date 
which Zakkuth gives cannot be exact. The Hilleli codex is 
at present lost, but lists of the variations in it are to be found 
in a number of MSS., some of which have been published in 
Dr. Ginsburg’s edition of the Massorah. Variations from a 
great number of standard codices are also mentioned. There 
are the Eastern and Western codices, the variations of the 
schools of Sura and Nehardea in Babylonia, the Zanbuqi (pro- 
bably of the locality Zanbuk, on the Tigris), the codex of 
Bagdad (called also Shargi (Eastern), and Babli, and probably 
identical with the Eastern codex mentioned above), the codices 
of Erfurt, of Jerusalem, of Jericho (Lunel), of Lombart (Lom- 
bardy), of Sinai (Rothenburg ?), of Tiberias, of Wirzburg, the 
revised codices (pp, M310, or pPoIp mp), codices of Ezra?, of 
R. Gershom (of Metz), R. Jacob (of Ramerupt?), the Great 
Mahzord, and many others, the titles of which are doubtful 3. 
The most numerous and widely-copied variations (chiefly 
bearing on vowel-points) are from the two Massoretes called 
Aaron ben-Asher and Mosheh ben-Naphtali. The codex of 
the latter is lost, unless the colophon of a Petersburg MS. is 
genuine, which states the following : ‘I, Moses the scribe, son 
of R. David son of R. Naphtali, have carefully arranged accord- 
ing to...in the year 1234 as we count at Aleppo (i.e. the 
era of the Seleucidae), or 853 years after the destruction of the 
second Temple, or 4682 a. M. (which gives the year 922 a.p.)*.’ 
The codex of Aaron (Abu Said) ben-Asher was believed to be 
at the great synagogue at Aleppo, but it has been proved by 
Dr. Wickes®, with whom others agree®, that this cannot be 


1 Strack, /. c. (note I on p. 23). 

2 See Revue des Etudes juives, t. xix. p. 242, note 2. 

5 See Dr. Ginsburg’s edition of the Massorah, i. fol. 604 sqq. 

* Strack, op. cit, (note I on p. 23), p. 617. 

® See A Treatise on the Accentuation of the Twenty-one so-called Prose Books, 
of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1887, p. vii sqq. 

© See Revue des Etudes juives, t. xv. p. 316. 
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the case; in fact, according to the facsimile of a page which 
is given in his excellent book, the MS. seems to be of the 
eleventh century, if not of a later date. The MS. of the 
Prophets belonging to the Karaitic synagogue at Cairo was 
written', according to the colophon (at the end of the Minor 
Prophets) which we shall reproduce later on, by Moses ben- 
Asher in the year 827 of the destruction of the second Temple 
=895 4.D. This MS. would consequently contain the oldest 
text of the Hebrew Bible known at present. But from the 
mode of accentuation in this MS., Drs. S. Baer and Wickes both 
concluded that it could not have been pointed by a Massorete 
of the Ben-Asher school, the accentuation being against the 
rules laid down by Ben-Asher. In facsimile No.1, which we 
have obtained, together with No. 2, through the kindness of 
Dr. Lansing, of Cairo”, containing 1 Samuel iv. 15 to v. 8, 
the lighter metheg is omitted in the words ‘N (iv. 16, col. 1, 
line 5), pw (iv. 17, col. 1, 1. 12), jpr ‘> (v.18, col. 1, 1.18), and 
in other places, which would not be the case in a Ben-Asher 
codex. Sometimes the metheg is in the wrong place, for 
instance, in nnwp 9 (v. 6, col. 3, 1. 16) and mwys nn (v. 7, col. 
3, 1. 20), not in conformity with the rules of Ben-Asher. The 
colophon of facsimile No. 2 must either have been copied from 
another codex, as is the case with the Aleppo MS.¥‘, or it 1s a 
forgery altogether; indeed the style of it would justify our 
taking it as such. Both MSS. seem to be written, if not by 
the same scribe, at all events by the same school of copyists. 
This codex is, to judge from the facsimiles, of the eleventh and 
perhaps even of the beginning of the twelfth century. Dr. 
Harkavy, who had the opportunity of examining this MS. three 
years ago, when on a literary tour in the East, informs us that 
he is of the same opinion concerning the date of this MS. 


1 According to Miss M. Wall between 4to and folio, as the MS. is as near 
square as possible, measuring 20 x 18 inches, 3 cols. of 23 lines each. 

? Miss Wall, of Southport, has favoured us with four other photographs of 
this MS., but they are unfortunately not in a state to be used for our purpose. 

° See above, p. 24. 
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The colophon reads as follows! : 


Col. 1. SUMMON mM NIN WK PD TWO oN 
y mown nbs to tp by spody 
may MyD MIDS ION Ww 
pea may wanes mddan syyn 

Sy mxapn nbs ep © sins 
x mpon TD DY ayom nvinD» 
mp ADT yD ND WON WON pIyA 
mo Sy rox yon xdy pnb mow 
don dem yoym pnd spp 
pyID™) DAD AYIIND ONwy 

sa wrves Sow ‘pyps pnnoNs 
AY YY IDND “DY. pIND Pn3 

ya> mm wy wey wise YAdp 
ody ada mod 1055) 1055 inna 
mx Sener 555) aye wera 


prey mY MND ANDY ypd anos 
roxy sewn nan jpawnd ow yarn 
IN Doms yoy aw mrww> Wr 

pon now p93 ID7D) YD) MPs 193NI 
yn dy oan xh ene dy poo opp 
worn mana ody wodiydy pdiyd 

YON bene 55 ‘pa 


Col. 2. | synon yo mowon 53 
min pNwsn jo ww AM 

MX WOD pMd Is 137 

px NON AT DD YUP IN 

73713 WY YM pI 1D 

TPN IW IND 13 wy 

IN TOND IN NADI IN 

myn xd 1b om See ama 

oyoa mim Sse amdo xb) 


1 See Eben Sappir, i. (Lyck, 1866; Saphir on the title-page of ii, Mainz, 
1874), p. 14, and Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p.19), 1871, p. 4. 
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ney aws AND Nd) 4 
TD Tw. aM wend 
nnod “up yn) 
ny pea awd) was 


maw wp wa mds 


me oy xdy ymosy 


you NNDN 

Ho) Yow 

Sow anim 
miby 


The late Rabbi Jacob Sappir! and Dr. S. Baer? are of 

opinion that the characters with which the MS. is written 
are Sefaradic or Spanish ; to us it seems to have been written 
in the East, and most likely in Syria. The characters are 
indeed different from those found in the facsimile of the 
Cambridge MS.®, which is executed in Spanish characters. 
_ Thus the codex Babylonicus of the later Prophets, dated 
1227 Sel., which is 916 A.D., remains the oldest MS. known 
now. The old codices, viz. the Hilleli (according to Zak- 
kuth’s description), the codex Babylonicus, the Cairo and 
Aleppo MSS. are written in large characters, and so are, if 
we are not mistaken by a hurried glance at those at St. 
Petersburg in 1877, the codices of the earliest dates, viz. 
from 922 to 1051 A.D. 

We have said that the codex Babylonicus of 916 is the 
oldest Hebrew Biblical MS. known at present. In order to 
justify this date, it must in the first place be pointed out that 
the colophon of the famous Pentateuch scroll at St. Petersburg, 
which gives the date of 489 4.D., is simply a forgery*. But 
there is the MS. No. 12 at the University Library, Cambridge, 
written by Jacob Levi and finished the seventh of the month 


1 Eben Sappir, i. p. 14°. 

? Private communication, dated July 1890. 

3 See facsimiles, Nos. 3 and 4. 

* See the Catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Imperial Library of St. Peters- 
burg (in German), i. ii, by A. Harkavy and H. L. Strack, 1875, p. 12 sqq. 
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of Adar 616 a.M., or 208 of the construction of the Temple, 
which makes 18th of February, 856 a.p.; this date, which 
has not been accepted by any scholar who has discussed the 
subject, was firmly believed by the author of the first part of 
the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the University Library 
at Cambridge, which appeared in 1876, to be genuine!. We 
propose to mention first what has been said by others about 
the date of this MS. before giving our own opinion. Kenni- 
cott in 17537, after having given a short description of the 
MS., writes as follows: ‘This MS. was writ by Jacob Lert, 
and is dated nvy n/-n/n,’ without explaining or translating 
this date. He omitted the second date, which refers to the 
year of the construction of the Temple. In the variae lectiones, 
Kennicott gives many variations of this MS., which seem to 
amount to 12,000. He was taken to task for this incomplete 
description by an anonymous Abbé® in 1771, who reproaches 
him rightly for not having given the second date as well, and 
for not explaining both, for, says the Abbé, The date from the 
construction of the Temple could refer to the first, second, or 
third (Herodian) Temple. We omit the dates proposed by the 
Abbé, which would not add much to our subject. As to the 
variations given from this MS., the Abbé divided them into 
various classes. 

1. Variations which represent no language at all; for 
instance: Gen. xxx. 22, the MS. reads pdx instead of m¥bx 
pnd; Lev. xxvii. 11 mnbd instead of mm>; Deut. i. 25 1 
instead of 1; Joshua [inp instead of inp] xvi. 10 ‘syn 
instead of *3y99n, and xxiv. 11 “woNn' instead of “yNn; Judges 
ix. 1 NON} instead of 7eNd. 


' Catalogue of the Hebrew Manuscripts preserved in the University Library, 
Cambridge, by the late Dr. S. M. Schiller-Szinessy, vol. i. (all that has ap- 
peared), containing Sections 1. The Holy Scriptures ; 11. Commentaries on the 
Bible, Cambridge, 1876, No. 12 (p. 12 8qq.). 

2 The State of the Printed Hebrew Text of the Old Testament considered. 
A dissertation in two parts, Oxford, 1753, p. 342. 

3 Lettres de M. UV Abbé de .. . ex-professeur en hébreu en Vuniversité de... 
au Sr, Kennicott anglois, Rome, 1771, p. 24 8qq. 
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2. Variations which, although representing good Hebrew, 
give no sense in the respective passages where they occur. For 
instance: Exodus xxxii. 26 ‘Sx for yox; Lev. iv. 35 ans in- 
stead of pnN; Numbers xxi. 7 78") instead of mon”; Deut. 
xxi, 2 "yn instead of onyn; Joshua v. 14 1b instead of xd. 
Judges ix. 51 Sy instead of yn; 1 Sam. xvi. 13 ods nn 
instead of mm nn. 

3. Confusion of 3 and 5, 3 and 3, 4 and‘, 7 and n, and 
pandp. For instance: 1 Sam. xxv. 16 799 instead of npn; 
2 Sam. xxi. 18 3193 instead of 393; 1 Kings iii. 6 min ys in- 
stead of mm nya; 1 Kings xvii. 20 Mn» Instead of “MND; 
Prov. vi. 3 ppann instead of ppnnn. The Abbé adds rightly 
that similar mistakes are to be found in other MSS., written 
by either inexperienced or ignorant copyists, but which no 
one would expect from an early MS. [and still less of such 
an early date as 856]. The Abbé adds that of these three 
kinds of mistakes he could produce at least 1400 variations. 

4. Original mistakes, which are corrected by a later hand. 
For instance: Gen. xxxviii. 28 nndv3 corrected into nntoa ; Ex. 
ii. 16 mpwpd into mpwnd; Lev. vi. 13 npn into Yon. Of this 
kind of mistake there are at least 234 instances. 

5. Additional words by the original scribe which yield no 
sense whatever. For instance: Gen. ii. 9 [nym] yyn?, xxxvii. 
17, “ON [wos UNIT FDI 15] ; Ex. xviii. 24 nwo[no], 
xxv. I nyo [mn] Ox mi ram; Num. xi. 1 mim vrea [ya] yn, 
Deut. ii. 31 ON NN [xin WNNTPd] j’D nN. There are at least 
330 additions of this kind in the MS. 

6. There are more than 300 erasures. For instance: Gen. 
ii. 22 yoyn, where the ¥ is written on an erasure; vi. 21 
pny 35, between these two words are three or four letters 
erased. 

7. There are more than 630 omissions, among them eleven 
entire verses, omissions which naturally destroy the sense. of 
the passages. For instance: Gen. i. 26 worn is missing, UU. 
15 the words }3) Jy are absent. 


1 The words in [ ] are the additional ones. 
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8. Nearly 450 words or letters are doubtful; no example 
is given here. 

g. There are nearly 120 repetitions, amongst them three 
verses, viz. Gen. xxxi. 12; Ex. vi. 17; Isaiah xi. 10. For 
repetitions of words the following instances are given: Gen. 
xiii. 2 Du2N), xvii. 8 aun 55 nx Jun, xxviii. 6 Seana yo yd 5x 
Wy) APy’ ON APA INN OANA. 

10. Transpositions. For instance: Jer. xlvi. 10 ‘1x5 mi ; 
Judges x. 6 pay pty ‘nbs ney ano nbs ne. The Abbé con- 
sequently laughs at Kennicott for his producing 12,000 varia- 
tions from this MS. 

Many of these blunders are corrected either on the margin 
or above the corresponding words. 

In the letter to a friend, 17721, in defence of Kennicott 
and against the 4déé, not much is said concerning our MS., 
except that the variation Joshua v. 14 is excellent, which 
is to be compared with the Greek and Syriac versions, and 
‘with the context.’ We think that the context requires xb. 

In the Dissertatio generalis, cod. 897, Kennicott gives 
a fuller description of the MS., discussing the two dates, 
and the state of some of the letters in it; and comes finally 
to the following result: ‘Eadem mecum in sententia est 
Cl. Brunnius, scil. codicem hunc non esse antiquiorem seculo 
13. De Rossi® accepts Kennicott’s conclusion. The late 
Dr. Zunz* has ingeniously explained the concordance of the 
two dates, viz. 616 of the creation and 208 of the construc- 
tion of the Temple, in the following way. The Jewish 
chronology places the construction of the second Temple 
in the year 3408 a.M., and the interval between 4616 a.M. 
and 3408 a. M. makes 1208, which is expressed by the second 

1 Letter to a Friend occasioned by a French Pamphlet lately published 
against Doctor Kennicott and his Collation of the Hebrew MSS., London 
(Oxford), 1772. 

2 Dissertatio generalis in Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum, etc., fol. (Oxford, 
1771, a8 ® preface to the Variae Lectiones) 78; 8vo. (with Brun’s notes, 


Brunovici, 1785), p. 374 8qq. 
8 Variae Lectiones V. T., etc., Parma, 1784, p. Lxiii>. 
* Zur Geschichte und Litteratur, i. p. 214. 
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date 208 omitting the thousand. He adds that ‘the date 
of 856 4.D. is however an evident falsification, since the MS. 
is much later.’ Had Dr. Zunz seen the MS.? We must 
suppose so from his words. We may sum up the opinion of 
modern scholars thus. Drs. Steinschneider1, Wickes?, and 
Ginsburg °, all three (who have the greatest experience in 
Hebrew palaeography) agree in the date of the thirteenth 
century, and the late Professor W. Wright, as editor of the 
Oriental series of the London Palaeographical Society, did not 
produce a specimen page of this MS. as a dated and early 
Hebrew MS.., for the reason that he did not believe the dates 
genuine. During all this time we heard that Dr. Schiller- 
Szinessy firmly believed that the text of this MS. was really 
finished in 856, and scholars interested in the palaeography 
of Biblical MSS. were eagerly expecting the issue of the first 
part of the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. at Cambridge, in 
order to see what his arguments might be. At last the long 
expected work saw the light in 1876, where we read * that the 
‘bare text’ (written by a different hand from that of the 
pointer and accentuator, who is himself again different from 
the writer of the Massorah, to which comes a fourth hand 
for the ornaments, and a fifth and sixth for minor points) is 
in a fine Sephardic handwriting, dated Adar 616 (18 February, 
856). Further on5, Dr. Schiller-Szinessy says that the text 
must have been executed in Palestine, although not in 
Jerusalem, and as to the date of the copy ‘a minute and 
careful examination of the MS. shows that the reasons which 
have hitherto been alleged are wholly insufficient to condemn 
it as a forgery. For further details the reader is referred 


1 Hebrdische Bibliographie, xix (1879), p. 70. Dr. Steinschneider thinks 
that Jacob Levi’s rhymes in the colophon seem to be written by an untrained 
Ashkenazi (German Jew), but that is not the case, as can be seen from the 
photographic reproduction of the two pages, where the characters are distinctly 
of the Hispanico-Portuguese school. 

3 See 4 Treatise on the Accentuation (note 5 on p. 24), p. ix. 

$ From personal communication. 

* Catalogue, etc. (note I on p, 28), p. 12 sqq. 

5 Tbidem, p. 14. 


ov 
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to Excursus I at the end of the catalogue. This excursus 
was promised as early as 1872 !, but nothing has been heard of 
it, and perhaps we shall not be far from the truth when we say 
that nothing could have been heard of it, for the simple 
reason that the author of the catalogue had no proofs of the 
antiquity of the MS. Had he some reasonable ones in store, 
he would not have attempted to refute Dr. Wickes some years 
ago” by saying that he has the dullest understanding, that a 
man must be a born palaeographer to judge of the age of 
Hebrew MSS., and finally by referring to a private MS. 
without giving a single fact concerning it. These are not 
arguments, and if he had no others for his excursus it is 
certainly as well that it has never seen the light. 

We have learnt® how ignorant and incompetent the copyist 
of this MS. must have been from the Abbé’s letter, the state- 
ments of which we have duly collated and found exact; 
besides, Kennicott himself did not contradict them. Is it 
indeed possible that a scribe who wrote long before the great 
Massorete Ben-Asher‘*, at a time when the greatest care was 
bestowed on copying, should have made such blunders as 
those mentioned above ; and that too in Palestine, the cradle of 
the Western punctuation? But what is Dr. Schiller-Szinessy’s 
argument for his suggestion that the copyist wrote in Pales- 
tine? He gives us a fragment of his Excursus in spe; and 
says that ‘it will be seen from the words mn3 7Ay3y WHY PL3P3 
(comp. Josh. xxiv. 2, etc., and Is. vii. 20), which occur in the 
colophon °, where Jacob Levi says “the voice of the messenger 
may be heard soon for the gathering of our nation on the 
other side of the river.”’ Dr. Schiller-Szinessy thought that 
‘the other side of the river’ means Mesopotamia, and supposes 
accordingly that the scribe lived in Palestine, whereas ‘the 
other side of the river’ in the middle ages means the lost 

1 See his paper on the Prideaux scroll, in the Transactions of the Society of 
Bibl. Archaeology, 1872, p. 265, 

* The Academy, 5 November, 1887, p. 304. 


5 See above, p. 28 sqq. * See above, p. 24. 
5 See the facsimile, No. 4, line 10, and below, p. 35. 
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tribes on the other side of the river called ‘Sambatyon?.’ 
Indeed, there is no instance in Jewish liturgy or poetry of 
special notice being taken of the Babylonian Jews; there 
was a prayer for the schools of Babylonia which flourished 
from 300-900, but not for the Jewish nation in general. 
And what an anachronism there is in Dr. Schiller-Szinessy’s 
statement when he says that the MS. is written by a 
Sephardic (Spanish) hand, at a time when the Spanish Jews 
were still in utter ignorance of the Talmud, and much more 
of the rules of copying Biblical texts. In fact a Sephardic 
writing did not exist in 856, at least as far as can be judged 
from the absence of all Jewish writing in Spain at that 
time*. How can a Bible be copied with the view of adding 
later the Massorah on the margins, at a time when such a 
thing as a Massorah in a compendious form scarcely existed? 


1 Dr. Steinschneidersays in H. B. (note 1 on p. 31) that this expression seems to 
refer to the Jews on the other side of the Sambatyon, if it means anything. 

2 It is curious to mention that the Rev. W. H. Lowe, in his book The 
Fragment of Talmud Babli Pesachim of the Ninth or Tenth Century in the 
University Library, Cambridge, Cambridge, 1879, p. XV. note 2, says the fol- 
lowing : ‘The development of distinct schools of writing is, of course, a very 
gradual process, extending over centuries. We may, however, say that the 
Ashkenazic and Sephardic (Spanish and German) schools in writing had 
begun to become distinguished at least as early as 8co a.D.’ We suppose 
that Mr. Lowe’s statement is based on oral tradition, since we have not a line 
ef Hebrew writing of the eighth century (except perhaps in the Fayyum 
Papyri; see Dr. Steinschneider’s article in the A egyptische Zeitschrift, viii (1879), 
p-96, and Mittheilungen aus der Sammlung der Papyrus des Erzherzog Rainer, 
i-ii (Wien, 1886), p. 45), and very little genuine writing of the ninth 
century, and at all events, nothing in Sephardic or Ashkenazic forms. We 
believe that the fragment of which Mr. Lowe gives a photographic page 
was written in a Greek-speaking country ; and from these forms the Ashkena- 
zic is derived, whilst the Sephardic square characters are derived from those 
which we find in MSS. written in Syria. These Cambridge fragments are at 
the earliest of the eleventh century. Indeed, none of the seven arguments which 
Mr. Lowe gives (pp. xv and xvi) for an older date will stand a critical test. 
The script much resembles that of plate xc of the London Palaeographical 
Society (Oriental part), which is dated 1073. Dr. Schiller-Szinessy gives the 
following Kabbalistical description of it: ‘The writing, which is between the 
ruled lines, is a firm French Ashkenazi. Consequently, the scribe must either 
have been himself a Jew from the North (East?) of France, or have been 
trained by one. Judging from the way it is dated, the volume was most 
probably written in Greece.’ Credo quia absurdum. 
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On the other hand, there is no instance of a MS. waiting 
for centuries to be completed by the addition of vowel-points 
and accents, and the Massorah. He who believes that may 
also hear the grass growing. 

Now let us say a word about the date. We find MSS, 
dated by the era of the Seleucidae, by that of the creation, by 
the era of the destruction of the two Temples, by that of the 
building of the first Temple, by that of the Exodus from Egypt’, 
but never by the building of the second Temple, which is 
meant in the colophon of Jacob Levi. And why so? only in 
order to give more weight by the double era to his falsified 
date, and for that he is obliged to omit in both dates the 
thousands, viz. [4]616 a.m. and [1]208? of the building of 
the Temple. Or did Dr. Schiller-Szinessy think that the 
copyist means the building of the first Temple? If so, how 
could he make the two dates agree? Indeed it is astonishing 
that in a catalogue which is worked out so minutely (half 
of its contents being simply a repetition of what has already 
been said concerning the MSS.), that no attempt should be made 
to say a word about the agreement of the two dates, which 
could be done in two lines. We know that MSS. have 
falsified dates in order to make them older, and fetch a higher 
price. Such is the case with the MSS. at the Vatican, Nos. 4, 
5) 6, 9, 29, 31, 38, and Urb. 2; Paris, No. 4, cod. 75; Copen- 
hagen, No. 5; Kennicott, Nos. 186, 193, 195, 516, and 559 of 
the Dissertatio generalis, Jacob Levi did the same, and ac- 
cordingly uses the strange word ppn, and for the rhyme of his 
colophon he takes the irregular words 777 and AWN, and the 
Aramaic words mpy, Xwp, and m3. A peculiarity of his is 
also the word ‘nonn, ‘I have concluded,’ for which is usually 
found the words ‘nD"D or ‘ni, and in Yemen MSS. yy23. 

1 See the MS. of the Bodleian, No. 1452 in the new catalogue; the usual 
date in earlier MSS. written in the East is the era of the Seleucidae; 
later on with the addition of the era of the creation; sometimes we find the 
era of the destruction of the Temple, mostly in MSS. written by Greek Jews ; 
in Western countries the era of the creation is predominant. We have chosen 


a MS. which gives all possible dates together. 
3 See above, p. 30. 
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"p\D instead of ~pon does not speak for the copyist’s grammar. 
Dr. Schiller-Szinessy speaks} of various readings in this MS. 
as ‘a source of which, though important, but little notice has 
hitherto been taken in collating MSS.’ Had he ever seen the 
Abbé’s letter which could have informed him what these 
variations are? We suppose he had not, for he does not quote 
it in his catalogue, which he must have done in describing a 
MS., if he had known it, although he was not very fond 
of quoting. We were told at Cambridge that there are 
observations in MS, by Dr. Schiller-Szinessy relating to this 
MS., but the Librarian hesitated to communicate them to 
us, although they are the property of the Library. The 
emendation of non (Zeph. ii. 3) into WIN, not mentioned 
by Kennicott, is not of early origin, as Dr. Schiller-Szinessy 
thought ?, and is after all a poor emendation. 

In order to enable those who are acquainted with the 
palaeography of the Hebrew square characters—although not 
‘born palaeographers ’—to form an opinion respecting the age 
of this MS., we give two photographic facsimiles of it, viz. 
Gen. xxi. 19 to xxul. 8 and 2 Chron. xxxvi. 13 to the end, 
with the colophon which reads as follows :— 


spi non apy’ oon 

“pon mt npnn 

six xin” wind 74 

"7 and) YN 

md nn’ now 

mvnan ma pad p’p’n 

avin wa nund ‘nor 9 

Mey) XVOD API Ty 

mind yous swan by p 

mn ys wey pop 4 

MyM WT WwW ot 

mann wn 5 

mon wd nb ma 4 

MOP JANI pMAD IW 9 

1 Catalogue, etc., p. 14 (§ 2). 2 Ibidem. 
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We shall be prepared to retract our views concerning this 
MS. if one of Dr. Schiller-Szinessy’s disciples or some one 
else will bring forward plausible arguments for the antiquity 
of it. Jacob Levi is not known as a copyist of any other 
MS.; perhaps he is the father of Nethanel the scribe, son 
of Jacob Levi, who copied at Narbonne, Shebat 5042=1281 
or 1282, Maimonides’ Mischnah Torah for Joseph, son of 
Abraham, son of David, a MS. preserved in the Talmud Torah 
school at Amsterdam ', 

For completeness sake we shall mention fragments of MS. 
scrolls in the possession of private gentlemen at Kertsch, in 
Russia, written in peculiar Hebrew characters. They contain 
fragments of Isaiah, the Minor Prophets, Proverbs, Lamenta- 
tions, Esther, and Daniel, without vowel-points and accents. 
Are they genuine or not? Dr. Harkavy has discussed the 
matter fully, but has not come to any definite conclusion. He 
only says that the characters in the MS. seem to be old. 
Facsimiles of some of the fragments are to be found in 
Dr. Harkavy’s essay ”, as well as in the Palaeographical Atlas to 
the Catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 
No. 39. 


1 Nethanel says in the colophon 05195 1m asp NON 7101 NNN AIWNd, 
which is not usually found in colophons. 

2 Mémoires de V Académie Impériale des Sciences de St. Pétersbourg, vii® série, 
t. xxxii, No. 8 (1888). 


[This essay has been in type since the 20th September, 1889, and was 
intended for Studia Biblica ii.) 


SUPPLEMENTARY NorsEs. 

To page 3, note1. Professor Sayce kindly informs us that the characters of 
the Panammu inscription (of about 730 B.C.) are of the Phoenician type, like 
those of the Aramaic dockets on the contract-tablets of Nineveh (see p. 6, 
note 2). They have not yet developed into strictly Aramaic forms, and con- 
sequently have no bearing upon our argument. 

To page 11, note 5. M. Joseph Halévy proposes the reading »153) instead 
of °82925, explaining it by the writing of Nablds, i.e. in Samaritan characters. 
Nablts, however, is expressed in the Talmudic literature by D*51bp°) (D°51b3?) 
and ;°51p3. See La Géographie du Talmud, p. 169, notes I and 2. 
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THE ARGUMENT OF ROMANS IX-XT. 
[C. Gorz.] 


It would be impossible to deny that these chapters contain 
‘some things hard to be understood, which the ignorant and 
unstedfast,’ and not only they, have ‘ wrested’ to conclusions 
as disastrous, as they are alien to St. Paul’s mind. If an 
exacter interpretation of St. Paul’s language is to bring out 
sounder results, there are certain general considerations as 
to his method which must be kept in mind. 

1. St. Paul, unlike St. John, is an argumentative writer. 
His thought is exhibited to us in process. It is moving 
from point to point. Each particular stage in the argument 
‘looks before and after:’ it has its meaning only with 
reference to the whole. To isolate it is to rob it of its true 
force. Thus, St. Paul, less than almost any other author, 
admits of being used as a repertory of detached texts. 

2. His method may be called abstract or ideal: that 1s 
to say, he makes abstraction of the particular aspect of a 
subject with which he is immediately dealing, and—appa- 
rently indifferent to being misunderstood—treats it in iso- 
lation; giving, perhaps, another aspect of the same subject 
in equal abstraction in a different place. He does not guard 
himself or correlate his different points of view like a modern 
writer. For instance, writing of ‘the law,’ he mostly treats 
it ideally, that is, according to its governing idea or charac- 
teristic function, not as a complex historical fact. Thus, 
when he comes to state the principle of faith, as opposed 


1 The substance of this paper was read before a Meeting at the house of 
the Rev. the Professor of Hebrew, on Dec. 6, 1886. 
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to the principle of the law (Rom. x. 6-8), he finds no 
difficulty in taking his illustration of faith out of the 
books of the law!. The books of Moses are, in fact, charac- 
terized by the principle of law, but they contain other ele- 
ments”, And St. Paul deals with them in general simply 
according to their characteristic idea. Once again: he 
deals with the history of the development of sin, as if it 
represented the whole history of fallen man, in Romans 1: 
and then, in Rom. ii. 14-16, he gives us a glimpse of 
another principle which had been at work all the time, viz. 
the rectifying action of the natural conscience. 

3. St. Paul argues mostly ‘ad hominem,’ like Augustine. 
Thus, he is only understood rightly when we keep constantly 
before us a clear idea of the opponent’s position which he is 
combating. This is a caution especially necessary in the 
chapters we are now to review. St. Paul in these chapters 
is popularly supposed to be justifying the ways of God to 
men, by asserting His absolute rights, as against any power 
on man’s part to control his own destiny. ‘It is not of 
him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God 
that sheweth mercy.’ ‘Hath not the potter power over the 
clay?’ Such a conception of God’s absolute sovereignty an- 
nihilates human freedom and responsibility, and thus, in fact, 
St. Paul has constantly been regarded, by those within and 
those without the Church, as really denying these bases of 
moral action. This has resulted, practically, in a misuse of 
St. Paul by those who were prepared to be ‘Calvinistic,’ 
and an equally serious disuse of his teaching by those who 
were not. But in fact this popular supposition as to St. 
Paul’s meaning, is an error due to his (ideal) opponent in 
this argument not having been kept steadily enough in view. 
The opponent whom St. Paul has in mind is a Jew, or one 


' Deut. xxx. 11-14. : 

2 ‘Grace, already existing in the Jewish theocracy, was the fruitful germ 
deposited under the surface, which was one day to burst forth and become 
the peculiar character of the new covenant.’ Godet in loc. 
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representing the Jewish case, who pleads that God had 
pledged Himself to the Jews as such: He had committed 
Himself to them as the chosen people: it was enough for 
them to say, ‘We have Abraham to our father;’ ‘The 
temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord are we.’ Thus, 
any view of God’s dealings which, like St. Paul’s, involved 
the conclusion that a catholic Church and not the Jewish 
race constituted under present circumstances the elect body, 
on a basis of faith and not of the law, stood self-condemned. 
Now such a plea as the Jew is here supposed to urge, carries 
with it the supposition that God had tied His hands in 
choosing Israel. However Israel might behave, God was 
committed to it. As against such a position,—a position 
really destructive of all moral responsibility—St. Paul asserts 
the Divine freedom. He asserts that God never tied His 
hands by committing Himself to the material limits of a 
race, in such a way as that men could rest indolently on the 
covenant. Thus the whole point of his argument is to 
emphasize the sense of responsibility by making it plain that 
God’s election is a challenge to faith, not a substitute for it. 

Two points, then, must be kept in view in considering 
this argument more in detail. _ 

(a) The ‘election’ St. Paul is here speaking of is not 
(primarily) the election of individuals to eternal salvation, 
but the election of a race or Church to bear God’s Name in 
the world and be His people—the election of a chosen body 
to special conditions of knowledge and responsibility. 

(6) The objector he has in view represents a Jewish plea 
that God had committed Himself to the race of Abraham 
simply and unconditionally. 

Now let us consider the argument, the dialectical force of 
which may be best brought out by expressing it in dialogue 
form. Afterwards we will direct our attention to a few 
special points. 

Chapter VIII has culminated in a psalm of triumph of 
the elect in Christ. At its conclusion St. Paul’s thought 
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reverts to the miserable fact that his own people, the people 
of the old covenant, are, speaking generally, outside this elect 
body, rejectors of the Christ. He turns to deplore this 
miserable contrast between the glories of their vocation in the 
old covenant and their present reprobation!. Then there 
presents itself to his mind the objection which could be urged 
on their behalf—which, no doubt, St. Paul had heard urged 
often enough; and this objection we may make more vivid 
by putting it into the mouth of a Jewish interlocutor. 

Jew. But if your conclusion is the right one, the fact is 
God’s promise has failed, for He pledged Himself to Israel ®. 

St. Paul. No, not to Israel physically considered : not to all 
the sons of Abraham. There was from the first an element 
of inscrutable selectiveness in God’s dealings within the race 
of Abraham. Ishmael was rejected, Isaac chosen: Esau was 
rejected and Jacob chosen, antecedently to all moral conduct, 
though both were of the same father and mother. Such 
selectiveness ought at least to have prevented the Jews from 
resting their claim simply on having ‘Abraham to their 
father °.’ 

Jew. But then this arbitrary selectiveness is unfair ‘. 

St. Paul. No. God always revealed Himself as retaining 
His liberty of choice, as refusing to tie Himself, as selecting 
the historic examples of His hardening judgment and His 
compassionate ‘good will, so as to baffle all attempts on our 
part to create His vocations by our own efforts, or anticipate 
the persons whom He will use for His purposes of mercy 
or of judgment 5, 

Jew. Then, at any rate, if God’s arbitrary selectiveness is 
a fact, He must choose or exclude whom He pleases, but at 
least He cannot complain of us. The choice is not ours °. 

St. Paul. How foolish is this critical, complaining attitude 
towards God! The first condition of understanding God’s 
method 1s to recognize His sovereignty. Humanity lies under 


1 oy. 1-5. 3 ». 6. 5 ov. 6-13. 
$v. 34. 5 ov. 15-18. $v. 19. 
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His hand, as clay under the hand of the potter. His is the 
choice what sort of vessels He needs—one for a higher use, 
another for a lower’. Who shall complain if vessels which, 
whatever high uses they were destined for, are in fact only 
fit to be thrown away, are at last, after fullest, patientest 
trial, rejected, and others taken in their place which, though 
hitherto kept in the background, had been fashioned before 
for glorious ends? Your own prophets constantly warned 
you that God’s choice would fall on those who were ‘ not His 
people,’ and that the true Israel was to be looked for only in 
‘the remnant ?,’ 

What is the result, then? That the nation which had 
‘righteousness’ for its end and aim, failed of its goal, while 
Gentiles, whose national life involved no such quest, have 
succeeded in obtaining what they were not expecting. And 
why? Because the ‘righteous nation’ intent on external 
conformity to an outward law, on which they prided them- 
selves, failed in faith—that is, in correspondence to the purpose 
of God. Thus the Christ, who should have been the goal of 
all their effort, became only the occasion of their rejec- 
tion °. 

But this rejection is not final. It still leaves room for 
prayer. Israel has mistaken the method of serving God. They 
took pride in their law, and offered to God the righteousness 
of their own choice, while all the time they were quite out of 
touch with God’s fuller purposes and blind to the righteous- 
ness which He was asking for. The righteousness of the law 
* is conformity, the righteousness which God wants is faith— 
the simple loyalty to the plain message of God manifest in 
the heart of man‘, which resolves itself now into the open 
profession of the Lordship of Jesus and the cordial belief 
in His Resurrection. This faith, which finds its object in 


1 For the meaning of ‘a vessel to dishonour,’ cf. 2 Tim. ii. 20, 1 Cor. xii. 
23-25. It is a vessel adapted to mean uses, and is quite distinct from ‘a 
vessel of wrath,’ i.e. one which will not serve its end, and is only ‘fit to be 
destroyed.’ 

2 vv. 20-29. 3 vy. 30-33. * Deut. xxx. 11-14. 
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Christ, is open to all: the promises are free to all: the faculty 
of believing belongs to all, Jew and Greek alike, when once 
the blessed message has been conveyed to them. This neces- 
sitates nothing more than an authoritative ambassador for 
Christ—the apostolate to the nations, which is our glory '. 

Jew. But Israel should have had their chance—should have 
known their danger ?. 

St. Paul, They did hear: they did know it. But they would 
not heed. The result is as the prophet anticipated. The out- 
cast world, the ‘sinners of the Gentiles, have in the faith of 
Christ taken the place of the chosen people °. 

Jew. Well, then, Israel is rejected, and there is an end 
of it *. 

St. Paul. God forbid. There is a remnant, a faithful Israel, 
as in Elijah’s time, larger perhaps than you suppose, still among 
the elect of God’s love, by His free gift® If the rest have 
fallen into a blindness which is God’s judgment on them, ac- 
cording to the warnings of prophet and the imprecations of 
psalmist, yet this judgment is not final or irreversible. The 
substitution of the Gentiles for the ancient people is meant to 
stimulate them by jealousy to accept God's love °. 

On the one hand, as the present election of the Gentiles is 
meant to minister to the salvation of the Jews, so in itself and 
for them it is no ground of boasting, but an appeal to faith. 
God’s vocation can only fulfil itself, in their case as in that of 
the Jews, through faith, through moral correspondence. On 
the other hand, the rejection of Israel only waits for their faith 
in order to be reversed ’. 

The end to which God works through the vicissitudes of His 
elections and His judgments is that all should be saved. The 
rejection of the Jews ministers to the salvation of the Gentiles, 
and the salvation of the Gentiles to the resuscitation of the 
Jews. God still sees in the ancient people the stamp of an 
imperishable vocation. Their rejection of God, like the old 


1 x, I-15. 2 See vv. 18, 19. 3 wv. 16-21. 
aes Te 5 vy. 1-6, * vv. 7-12. 7 wv. 13-24. 
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rejection of Him by the Gentiles in the days of their dis- 
obedience, is only a stage in the process which has for its aim 
that all should find mercy. Let us come together in a fresh 
access of adoration, as we contemplate together the unsearch- 
able ways of God: let us recognize our utter incapacity to 
suggest or contro] His counsels. 


* * * * * * 


This attempt to render St. Paul’s argument is not by any 
means of verbal exactness, but it is hoped that it is a sufficient 
clue to the course of the thoughts. It will now be apparent 
that all the way through the argument St. Paul is thinking 
of ‘election’ as God’s choice of men in bodies to peculiar con- 
ditions of privilege and responsibility. The Jews were, in 
Athanasius’ language, ‘ the sacred school of the knowledge of 
God and of the spiritual life to all nations.’ When they con- 
verted the trust committed to them into an occasion for 
boasting and an irresponsible prerogative right to God’s favour, 
so that they became an obstacle in God’s way, instead of an 
instrument to His hands, they were rejected, and their place 
was taken by the catholic Church, but their rejection was 
only a new stage in the process of God’s education, in order to 
reduce them to that state of humility in which again, in com- 
pany with ‘their sisters Sodom and Samaria!’ they might 
become grateful recipients of the Divine compassion on a basis 
of faith. The end of St. Paul’s argument thus shows unmis- 
takeably what sort of election is in his mind. With this in 
view we shall follow more easily its earlier stages. 

Thus in chapter ix he is asserting the freedom of God to 
choose His instruments as against any claim on man’s part, 
either (1) to create or dictate his own vocation; or (2) to 
retain 1t when he fails to correspond with its conditions. 

(1) Man cannot create or dictate his own vocation. Viewed 
externally, one class or nation has an infinitely higher and 
wider sphere of opportunity than another. Viewed internally, 


1 Ez. xvi. 44-63. 
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as a matter of individual relation to God, there is doubtless 
no respect of persons, Each man is dealt with equally in 
view of his opportunities. There are first in privilege who 
shall be last in acceptance, and last in privilege who shall 
be first in acceptance. But viewed externally, as a matter 
of external privilege, one class is dealt with differently from 
another. One is high, another is low. And the selection 
of men for the various degrees of privilege, for the various 
parts they play in the drama of the world, lies absolutely in 
the inscrutable choice of God. 

(2) Thus man’s responsibility does not lie in the sphere 
of determining his duties and responsibilities, but in corre- 
sponding to them. As he cannot claim to create a vocation, 
so he cannot claim to retain it if he fails to correspond with 
it. Man’s whole duty is summed up in the correspondence 
of faith with the vocation of God, in whatever sphere the 
Divine Wisdom assign to him. 

Now to refer to certain details: 

ix. 11-17. The absolute election of Jacob,—the ‘loving’ of 
Jacob and the ‘hating’ of Esau,—has reference simply to the 
election of one to higher privileges as head of the chosen 
race, than the other. It has nothing to do with their eternal 
salvation. In the original, to which St. Paul is referring}, 
Ksau is simply a synonym for Edom. 

ix. 17. ‘It is not of him that willeth, nor of him that 
runneth,’ i.e. we cannot create or produce our vocations. The 
initiative lies far behind us in the Divine choice. (What we 
can do is to correspond.) 

ix. 17. The ‘raising up’ of Pharaoh is his introduction on 
the stage of history, cp. Is. xli. 2 ‘who hath raised up one 
from the east’ (é£iyetpev, cf. v. 25 eye S€ fyepa roy dd Boppa). 
The reason why Pharaoh is chosen as an example of judicial 
hardening lies in the Divine will, and we cannot determine 
it. (But we have every reason to know that it is disobedience 
alone which is the condition of hardening. No man is 

1 Mal. i. 2, 4. 
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created to be hardened, though his secret disobedience may 
lead to his being made a public example of God’s judgment.) 

ix. 20. The metaphor of the clay and the potter does 
suggest God’s absolute right to create men in view of His 
purposes for higher or lower vocations, and also His right 
to reject those who show themselves unfit for the vocations 
assigned to them. The unfitness, however, lies in the fact 
that man offers to God a moral material which will not 
mould to His purposes. Our vocation, our capacity, is created 
of God, but our malleability to His purposes is of our faith. 
There is no contradiction between the use of the metaphor 
here and in 2 Tim. li. 20, 21. Cf. (for its original use) Jer. 
Xviil. 6. 

ix. 30. All the argument from this point onward goes to 
emphasize that the cause of Israel’s rejection was lack of 
faith, failure of correspondence. The argument taken to- 
gether leaves us ‘without excuse’ in maintaining either 
a partiality in God’s eternal regard of men}, or an arbitra- 
riness in His rejection of men from the temporal or partial 
‘elections’ by which He gradually works out His universal 


purpose ?. 


1 See xi. 32. 2 See xi. 20. 
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THE MATERIALS FOR THE CRITICISM OF 
THE PESHITTO NEW TESTAMENT, WITH 
SPECIMENS OF THE SYRIAC MASSORAH. 


[G. H. GwitiraM.] 


‘In orientalium ecclesiarum laudibus,’ says J. Gildemeister!, 
‘ponenda est assidua ac varia quam per medium aevum de 
hbrorum biblicorum verbis et forma adhibuerunt cura, eadem 
aetate qua per occidentem critica studia prorsus iacebant.’ 
But long before the days of Bar-Hebraeus, or even of the 
Syriac Massoretes, the science of preserving accurate texts of 
the Scriptures had reached a high standard of perfection. 
Many beautiful specimens from the Syrian libraries have 
survived to modern times; descriptions of these may be read 
in various Catalogues; the witness they bear to the Canon of 
the Syriac Church has been noted; references may occasion- 
ally be found to their readings in the critical editions of the 
Greek Testament ; but hitherto no systematic and extensive use 
has been made of them towards the solution of problems con- 
nected with the text of the Syriac Version of the Holy Scriptures, 
its origin, and its history. And yet it is freely admitted that 
the Syriac is an important element in our Apparatus Criticus. 

The principles which will be laid down in the following 
pages apply as much to the case of the Old Testament as they 
do to that of the New. It will, however, be best to treat the 
two cases separately, for the two Testaments in the Peshitto ” 
Version possibly stand in somewhat different relations to the 

1 De Evangg. in Arab. e Simp. Syr. transs. Comment. Academica, 1865. 


3 This name does not occur in the titles or colophons of our old codices. 
By the earlier scholars it was written Peshito, and that form is adopted by 
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Hebrew and Greek originals. There is undoubtedly a differ- 
ence in the intervals of time by which the Peshitto Old 
Testament is separated from the Hebrew, and the New from 
the Greek: there were possibly many differences in the 
circumstances which led to the composition of each. It will 
be generally admitted that most, at all events, of the books 
which were subsequently included in the Peshitto New Testa- 
ment Canon, were translated at an early date directly from the 
Greek ; it is not so obvious that the Peshitto Old Testament 
was derived immediately from the Hebrew, without the inter- 
vention of a Targum or some ancient Version !; and certainly 
(unless we accept the traditional account of its ante-Christian 
origin) the Peshitto Old Testament can hardly be called an 
early witness to the original Hebrew text. 

The arguments which were long ago stated and have been 
often repeated in proof of the early date of the Syriac New 
Testament, have still as much, and perhaps as little, force as 
they had in the times of Mill and of Michaelis?. Demon- 
stration of the existence of the Peshitto at a period long 
anterior to Ephraim and Aphraates cannot indeed be given ; 
but the reasons alleged by the late Bishop of Durham ° for 
accepting the antiquity of the Egyptian Versions apply in 


Dr. Payne Smith in the Thesaurus, as though from lp.o2, which seems to 
have been used as a kind of proper name. Thus in a Gloss on Matt. vi. 24, 
quoted by Wiseman, Horae Syriacae, p. 223, from the Vatican Massoretic 
codex, we have, wo aso hs busas eq? yl i cesaso JdneD ° yuo — 
i.e. according to the Peshito (sic) Momuno, but according to the Greek 
Mamunas—where farms in the masculine is used in apposition to Lucas 
(mas.) Graecus, But if J\.nQso, versio, be expressed or implied, then the 
form will be J¥Aa2 ; and this we have expressed by Peshitto, in preference 
to Péshitta, and the like, as more convenient for ordinary use. 

1 See J. A. Dathe’s reply to 8. R. Semler in Psalterium Syriacum, 1768, 
Praef., p. xi seq., and for more recent views Tregelles’ article in Bible Dict., 
Encyel. Brit. (W. R. Smith) xi, 600-1, gth ed. 

3 Nov. Test. Gr., ed. Kiister, Proleg. 1237-40; Introduction, vol. II. c. vii. 
§§ 6-8, ed. Marsh, 1802. 

8 In Scrivener’s Introduction, pp. 371-3, ed. 1883. In comparing the 
Egyptian, the Latin, and the Syriac Versions (see Additional Note by W. 8. 
in Studia Biblica, ii. p. 272), account should be taken of the character of 
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principle to the Syriac also. The doubts felt by certain critics 
are not about the existence of a Syriac vernacular before the 
days of Ephraim, but about the form of that ancient text. 
On this we shall have more to say as we proceed. Nor 
would any one now seriously contend for what some once 
supposed, that the Syriac was otherwise derived than directly 
from the Greek archetype !. 

One hundred years ago Adler wrote as follows :—‘ Optan- 
dum esset ut tum hic [i.e. the Vatican Tetraevangelium] tum 
alii versionis Syriacae codices antiqui diligentius conferrentur, 
et novus deinde accuratiorque ederetur contextus Syriacus ”.’ 
This ‘contextus Syriacus’ is practically the same as that 
which Widmanstadt first printed ®, although many variants 
were collected by Schaaf*. Forty years ago Wichelhaus® 
laid down the principles which should be adopted in a 
revision of the Peshitto; but he was acquainted with only 
a tithe of the materials which are now available. Indeed 
these are so numerous that a description of all the Peshitto 
New Testament MSS. which are preserved in English and 
foreign libraries would far exceed the limits of this essay. 


the available texts, and the condition of the MSS., as well as of the origin 
and literary history of each version. If the number and the antiquity of the 
MSS. of the Peshttto, and the certainty of the text, be compared with the 
diplomatic evidence for the Egyptian, the age of the MSS., the state of the text, 
as shown in the admirable catalogue and selection of readings in Nov. Test. 
Oxon. 1889, Append, III (A. C. Headlam), pp. 183-go, the result will be 
found to be striking and suggestive. The condition of the Old Latin is well 
known to scholars. The critical value of the ancient versions is not in the 
nineteenth century (as it might once have been) uniform, when each is ‘seen 
in connexion with a wider range of phenomena.’ 

1 E.g. Bengel thought the Syriac and the Coptic were influenced by the 
Latin. Michaelis, op. cit., ii. p. 550. 

3 Versiones Syriacae, p. 10. 

> Studia Biblica, 1885, p. 151. 

* Nov. Test. Syr., Leusden et Schaaf, 1708, p.649 sqq. Many of those which he 
collected from editions are of little value. The readings quoted from Rapheleng 
(who used Cod. Col., cf. p. 88, n. 3), Gutbir and Tremellius are of Jacobite type. 
The earlier pages of the Syriac, Mt. i. 1—Lk. xviii. 26 are pointed in Chaldee 
fashion, as Schaaf explains in his Preface. 

5 De Nov. Test. Vers. Syr. Antiqua, 1850, pp. 230-5. 
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I. 

A. Of first rank among the authorities for settling the text 
of the Peshitto New Testament are old dated copies of the 
various books, according to the Syriac Canon. Some of the 
most interesting of these MSS. are the following :— 

i, An Avpostolus. This MS, contains all the Epistles 
of St. Paul, in the familiar order, including the Hebrews, 
and is one of the famous collection from the Nitrian desert, 
with which the British Museum was enriched more than 
forty years ago. A note a prima manu states that it was 
written at Urhoi! in Mesopotamia, in the year 845—that is, of 
the ‘Seleucid’ or ‘ Greek’ era; in our era, 534. It is therefore 
one of the earliest of dated Biblical MSS.2 The name of the 
convent for which it was written seems to have been purposely 
effaced, and at a later period it was in the hands of a Nestorian, 
who added many vowel marks and other signs. Another, a 
Jacobite no doubt, has affixed a few of the Greek vowels 
used by the Western Syrians. Thus this book shared the 
fate of many other Syriac MSS., and passed from one sect to 
another by purchase— possibly by plunder. But such ex- 
changes are evidence that either sect regarded the other as 
possessing a vernacular Bible, which was substantially the 


wordo/ , the usual name in Syriac for Hdessa—see Thes. Syr., col. 93 ; 
Euphrates Expedition (W. F. Ainsworth, 1888), i. p. 197 f. 

? In the British Museum there are alao Codd. Add. 14,425 (Genests, Exodus, 
Numbers, Deuteronomy, in the Peshitto), a.D. 464, and Add. 14,445 (Daniel, 
in the Peshitto), a.D. 532, besides still earlier dated secular MSS., such as the 
famous Add. 12,150—see Catalogue, vol. ii. p. 631. 

Michaelis feared that the dates of Syr. MSS. are unreliable, as they may 
have been copied, along with the text, by later scribes. But since his time 
(cf. Introduction, ed. Marsh, 1802, ii. part i. pp. 21, 22) the materials for 
determining the age of Syriac documents have been largely augmented. The 
style changed from century to century, and it may be affirmed that an 
inconsistent date would not impose on experts in Syriac palaeography. Adler 
(who himself had doubts about the age of the Florentine Tetraevangelium) 
has supplied in his facsimiles good evidence of the changes in Syriac writing. 
Of deliberate imitation in later centuries there do not seem to be many well- 
authenticated instances. In the case of Cod. Barber. Massoreticus, Wiseman 
(Horae Syr., p. 198) contends that the date in the colophon (A. GR. 1404 = A.D, 
1093) is doubtful, because the language lacks the marks of genuineness, 
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same as his own, and any emendations which were made 
were almost invariably confined to those differences of pro- 
nunciation which distinguish the Eastern, or Nestorian Syriac, 
from that of the West 1. 
[Catalogue of Syriac MSS. in British Museum, Pt. i. p. 86, 
Cod. Add. 14,479.] 

ii. This MS. contains only SS, Luke and John, It was 
written, in an Edessene hand, in the year 84e, 1.6. A.D. 53@, 
the last word of the date being illegible. It may therefore 
be older than the last MS. by a year or two, St. Luke. 1 
begins on the verso, while S¢. John is finished on the recto, 
leaving blank pages to form the outsides of the book. The 
colophon is:—Here endeth the writing in this book, the two 
Evangelists, Luke, John, 

[Brit. Mus. Cod. Add. 14,459, foll. 67-169; see Catalogue, 

pp. 67-8 ; Studia Biblica, Oxford, 1885, No. VIII, p. 155.] 

i, A Zetraevangeltum, in the Vatican Library. Adler in 
Versiones Syriacae gives the colophon (with a specimen fac- 
simile) as follows:—‘Absolutus est liber mense Thamuz 
(Julio) anno 859 (Christi 548) in urbe Mesopotamiae Edessa. 
Exaravit autem hunc codicem suis sumptibus et gratia Dei, 


1 This very ancient authority confirms the Peshitto rendering in Rom. ix. 5— 
Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus supra omnes—only reading \s. for 
‘Ss, which does not affect the sense.. In 1 Cor. v. 8 it has the remarkable 
variation from all Greek copies, eT) 399 | Faw WW = sed in fermento 
puritatis, etc. This Schaaf notices, but adopts Ja.Ja> —=in azymo. In 
1 Tim. iii. 16 it confirms the well-known reading of the Peshitto, omitting 
@eds and proceeding dalle, which gives either $s or 8. In Heb. ii. g it 
has the ipse enim Deus per gratiam suam, 

* It is not, however, the latter half of a Tetraevangelium, as the colophon 
quoted in the text shows ; and thus perhaps, by way of distinction, arose the not 
infrequent use of the term Tetraevangelium (yo ney ols ky, vid. Thes. 
Syr., col. 1457) when the four Evangelists were collected into one volume. 
Some Greek Evangelia contain only three, or even two books—e. g. Evan. 300 
Mt, Mk, Lk, Evan. 304 and 146 Mt, Mk, Evan. 306 Mt, Jh, Evan. 145 Lk, Jh, 
Evan. 243 Mi, Lk. 

Did the scribe of Cureton’s codex only intend to write Matthew, Mark, 
John, and afterwards add Luke, time and vellum allowing a larger work? 
The order seems to be unique—cf. Nov. Test. Tisch. Proleg. 137-8. 
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quae ipsi adfuit, Frater Mar Eusebius Aramaeus pro sancto 
coenobio Thomae diebus coenarchiae Sergii, rel.’ 

[S. E. Assemani, B7d. Vat. Cat., P. i. t. 2, p. 27 seq. ; Studia 
Biblica, 1890, No. VI, p. 250, and frontispiece. ] 

iv. A Zetraevangelium in the Laurentian Library, Florence, 
dated a. GR. 897—i.e. A.D. 586. In a former paper I have 
quoted the opinion of Dr. Ceriani, that there are no grounds 
for thinking, as did Adler, that the colophon, which gives the 
date, is not by the first hand. 

[Assemani, Cat. Biblioth. Mediceae; Studia Biblica, 1890, 

p. 251; Adler, op. cit., pp. 11, 12.] 

v. The above-named codices are products of the Mono- 
physite branch of the Syriac Church: our next is a Nestorian 
codex, containing the four Gospels, written in what is known 
as Nestorian Estrangela, at Tel-Dinawar (where was a Nesto- 
rian college), in the district of Naarda1, an episcopal city on 
the Euphrates, west of Bagdad, in the year A. D. 600. 

[Cat. Syr. MSS. in Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 52, 53; Thesaurus 
Syriacus (P. Smith), col. 490; Wiltzsch, Handbook of the 
Geography and Statistics of the Church (tr. by J. Leitch) 
vol. i. p. 487, for the Nestorian see of Naarda; p. 498, for 
the Jacobite. | 

vi. Another Nestorian MS. of the Gospels, written at 
Nisibis in A.D. 615, when Mar Mattai was head of the Nesto- 
rian college which had succeeded the earlier and now extinct 
school at Edessa. 

[Brit. Mus. Cat., pp. 53, 54; see also Etheridge’s Syrian 

Churches, p. 43; Wichelhaus, op. cit., p. 128 seq.] 

vil. The Cod. Guelpherbytanus, which became the property 
of the Duke of Brunswick in 1662, and was deposited in the 
library at Wolfenbiittel, where, a century afterwards, it was 


1 Also called Nearda, Nehardea, and Nahardeir (Cellarii, Notitiae Orbis 
Antiqui, i. 439 ; Vaux in Dict. of Greek and Roman Geography, s.v.; Ains- 
worth, op. cit.,i. ch. 21, and App. 16), and identified with Beth Nuhadra, 
but wrongly, according to Wright in Cat. Syr. MSS. Brit. Mus.i.53n. At 
Nehardea (#917712) was an ancient Jewish colony and a famous school of 
Hebrew critics; see Dr. A. Neubauer’s La Géographie du Talmud, p. 350, 
and the same writer’s paper in this volume, p. 24. 
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examined by P. J. Bruns. It was written in the convent of 
Beth Chela!, near Damascus, in the time of John, the Mono- 
physite Patriarch, and finished on 24th Dee., a.p. 634. 
[Annales Interarii, 1782, vol. ii; Repert. fiir Biblische u. 
Morgenlindische Intt. xv, xvi, 1784-5; Cat. Codd. Orientt. 
Bib. Dres. et Guelph. (Fleischer et Ebert) pp. 76, 77; 
Hist. Bib. Guelph. (Burckhard) ii. 3, pp. 236-7. 

vii. The Cod. Add. 14,448, a Nestorian MS., containing 
the whole of the New Testament as received in the ancient 
Syriac Church*. The colophon is not quite distinct, but 
Dr. Wright interpreted the date as ‘the year one thousand 
and twelve, in the well-known era of the Greeks, which is of 
the Arabs eighty;’ and this would give a.D. 699-700. 

[ Brit. Mus. Cat., Pt. i. pp. 41, 42.] 

ix. The Nestorian New Testament, Cod. Add. 7157, dated 
A.D. 768. 

[Cat. MSS. Orient. Mus. Brit., 1838, P. 1; Studia Biblica, 

1890, p. 252.] | 

B. The age of each of the foregoing MSS. is known, and, 
in the case of most, the origin and history also: some of those 
which follow are certainly older, although the particular 
decade in which they were written cannot be determined. 

x. Cod. Additionatis 14,459, foll. 1-66, containing SS. Matt. 
and Mark, was probably written about a.D. 450. 

[Studia Biblica, 1885, No. VIII. ] 

1 See Thes. Syr. (quoting Assemani), col. 485, where it is spelled ML KS. 
George, Abbot of Beth Chela, was one of the many who signed the Reply of the 
Abbots of Arabia to the Orthodox Bishops, extant in Add. 14,602, a MS. not 
much, if at all, younger than Cod. Guelph. Cf. Adler, p. 14, nn. 15, 16. 

2 The twenty-two books of the Syriac Canon were divided into three sete: 


A. The Holy Gospels; B. The Acts, to which were appended the three 
Epistles, 1 Peter, James, 1 John; C. The fourteen Epistles of St. Paul, often 
called Jawa = Apostolus. In A and C the usual order prevails. In the 
Nestorian Massorah the sets are arranged as above, but in the Jacobite we find 
B,C, A. In Add. 14,470 the order is A, C, B. 

On the Anttilegomena see Transactions of Royal Irish Academy (J.Gwynn), 
vol, xxvii, 1886. 

5 Cf. p. 50, n. 2, above. The many documents of which the age is indis- 
putable afford criteria for judging of others. 
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xl. Cod. Add. 17,117, is apparently about as old, and con- 
tains the same Gospels. 

The next four may also be of the fifth century, but possibly 
belong to the early part of the sixth. 

xii. Cod. Add. 14,470: a MS. of singular interest, because 
it contains the whole of the Peshitto New Testament. There 
are others of later date which include as much; this, from its 
antiquity, is perhaps unique. It is one of our chief authorities 
for the pericope which will be exhibited with annotations on 
a later page. The following readings are also worthy of note: 
—in Acts xx. 28 it has the bureas, ol,sX = Ecclesiam 
Christi; in Rom. ix. 5, 1 Cor. v. 8, and 1 Tim. iii. 16, it sup- 
ports the readings of ddd. 14,479; in Heb. ii. 9 the words 
ado ohaabs Jod? sma, = [ipse] enim Deus per gratiam suam 
pro are written over an erasure. 

xiil. Cod, Add. 14,453: a Tetraevangelium. 

xiv. Cod. Add. 14,476: an Apostolus—i.e. the Fourteen 
Epistles of St. Paul. 

xv. Cod, Add. 14,480: another Apostolus. 

[For x—xv see respective descriptions in Brit. Mus. Cat., 

1870, Pt. i. pp. 40-85. | 

xvl. Cod. Crawfordianus I. This, with Crawf. II, were 
purchased by the late Earl of Crawford and Balcarres in 
London, but it is not now known whence, and under what 


1 Cod. Crawf. II (No. 12), while of comparatively little value towards the 
settlement of the text of the Peshitto, is, from another point of view, of pecu- 
liar interest, because it contains the whole New Testament in Syriac—not only 
the books recognized in the Canon of the Peshitto, but also the Antilegomena. 
After a first examination, I was inclined to assign it to the same period as 
Add. 12,139, which was written at Antioch, A.D. 1000. An earlier date was 
suggested by Dr. Neubauer, M. Duval, and Professor Guidi; the two latter 
have only seen a photograph of the MS. Subsequently it was very carefully 
compared with several codices in the British Museum, of which the dates are 
known, by Dr. Gwynn, who also took the opinion of experts on the staff of the 
Museum. He is convinced that it is of the twelfth century, and is about to 
publish in full the version of the Apocalypse contained in it, which is distinct 
from the one usually printed in Syriac New Testaments. More about this MS. 
will be found in Transactions of the Royal Irish Academy, vol. xxviii. A se- 
lection of its readings in the four Minor Catholic Epistles has been published 
by Dr. Gwynn in Hermathena for 1890, 
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circumstances, they were brought thither. Crawf. Jis without 
any indication of date or locality, but there can be no doubt 
that it is of the sixth century. It is a very handsome 
Tetraevangelium, and in excellent preservation. [Studia 
Biblica, 1890, p. 251.] 

It would be easy to double or treble the above list by 
adding other MSS. which, if somewhat younger and less pre- 
cious, are yet not inferior to those on which the text of 
many ancient authors now depends. The British Museum 
contains more than eighty copies of parts of the Peshitto New 
Testament, besides MSS. of the Old Testament and Psalters. 
In the Bodleian are the Jacobite Cod. Dawkinsianus IIT, which 
is assigned to the ninth century, but may well be older’, and 
the Nestorian Dawk. XXVII, which appears to be of the 
tenth century. Berlin has been enriched with a collection ?, 
which yet awaits the fuller description promised by Professor 
Sachau. It is almost certain that the convents of the East 
contain many treasures besides those which they have already 
yielded to the scholars of the West ; but it is most improbable 
that any research will discover copies of greater antiquity than 
the oldest of those with which we are already acquainted. 


C. In connection with MSS. account should also be taken 
of the editions of the Peshitto published by the American 
Bible Society. The materials were collected by Dr. Justin 
Perkins, during his residence as a missionary amongst the 
(so called) Nestorian Christians of Persia®. The first edition 
was printed at Urumiah, Nestorian Estrangela was used, 
and the Nestorian vowel system. Some of the readings 
which were adopted are now confirmed not only, as might 
be expected, by the Nestorian Massorah, which we are 
about to describe, but also by our early Jacobite MSS. of 
which Perkins could have known nothing. The American 


1 Studia Biblica, 1890, p. 251; for both MSS., Cat. Cod. Bod. (R. P. Smith) 
pars VI. 

3 Kurzes Verzeichniss der Sachau’schen Sammlung syrischer Handschriften, 
von E. Sachau, 1885. 

* See Hight Years in Persia, J. Perkins, 1843, and note on next page. 
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editors had access to ancient and valuable Nestorian evidence, 
and their work may occupy in our apparatus criticus the 
place of a good Nestorian codex. In fact, it really represents 
the testimony of many codices of that class’. 


IT. 


What has been called * the Karkaphensian Syriac is neither a 
distinct Version, as the Jerusalem, nor a revision of the Peshitto 
as the Philoxenian and ite Heraclean modification, nor a codex, 
like the Curefonian, with remarkable affinities to the Peshitto, 
and at the same time many divergences from it; but is a 
kind of Massorah—the attempt to preserve the best traditions 


1 At the request of the Rev. E. W. Gilman, Corresponding Secretary of the 
American Bible Society, Dr. Isaac H. Hall has kindly noted some facts con- 
nected with the publication of the Syriac Bibles of that Society. From his 
communication I extract the following :—‘ It is impossible now to tell just 
what MSS. were used in constructing the text of the Ancient Syriac New 
Testament of the American Bible Society. After having (through the kind- 
ness of Rev. H. M. Perkins, son of the late Rev. Justin Perkins, D.D.) looked 
through a number of sources not in print, I am fully of the opinion that no 
more information can be had with exactness than is conveyed in Dr. Perkins’ 
Eight Years in Persia. . .. It is absolately certain that [the Editors] made 
the MSS. they found in the region the controlling element in settling the text. 
Of these there were many as old as the twelfth century—scarcely any younger ; 
and here and there one very much older. One was reported to be 1500 years 
old, which was used, but could not be borrowed. ... One of [Dr. Perkins’ 
MSS.], that now in Boston, is of the twelfth century, but was obtained, I be- 
lieve, by Dr. Asahel Grant. It is in Estrangela, like all the old Nestorian 
MSS., and the Nestorian vowels in it are by a later hand. ... Dr. Perkins 
yielded as much to native custom as purity permitted, yet with an eye to pro- 
gress, as a comparison of the Psalter of 1841 with the New Testament five 
years or so later will show... . It is easy to account for Dr. Perkins’ silence 
as to the particular sources of his text, as also with respect to fts peculiarities. 
It would not have done, at that time, for a man to have given any public 
prominence to text critical matters. . . . These remarks apply to the whole 
Oromiah Bible in Ancient Syriac, though the Old Testament was not printed 
till some years after the New. .. . The New York New Testament of 1874 
was intended to be a reprint of the Ancient Syriac of that Oromiah New Tes- 
tament [in Ancient and Modern Syriac, 1846], changing only in case of mis- 
prints. 21 Jan., 1888.’ 

4 With Dr. Scrivener’s description (3 ed., pp. 333-4) should be read Wright's 
remarks in Encyclopedia Britannica, vol. 22, ed. 1887, p. 826 andn. Adler 
(op. cit., p. 33) suspected the truth forty years before the researches of 
Wiseman—zhaec Carcufensis nobis non versio diversa, sed codex quidam vul- 
gatae versionis fuisse videtur. 
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of the orthography and pronunciation of the more important 
or difficult words of the Syriac vernacular Bible. Some 
variations of reading are noticed by the compilers, and the 
text which they have transcribed may be regarded as that 
which obtained their highest approbation; but none of the 
MSS. which have survived with the records of their labours 
contain complete transcripts of the sacred books. The two 
specimens appended to this paper will show what may be 
gained by a study of the MSS. produced by the Syriac 
Massoretes. These MSS. are evidence for the Canon of Holy 
Scripture which was recognized in the Syriac schools’, and 
for the type of text which was prevalent; but the usefulness 
of these works is rather for the philologist and grammarian 
than for the textual critic. 

The Syriac Massoretic MSS. are these :— 

1, Cod. Add. 12,138. It was written, according to a note 
appended apparently by the original scribe, at Harran, in the 
convent of St. Gabriel, also known as that of the Confessors, in 
the year 1210, i.e. A.D. 899. It is a Nestorian work, in the 
handwriting of, and with the vowel points and accents em- 
ployed by, Nestorian scribes, and includes the Old and New 
Testaments. 

[ Cat. Syr. MSS. Brit. Mus., Pt.i. pp. 101-108. Wiltzsch, op. 

cit., 1. pp. 241, 497, for the Jacobite see of Harran ; p. 494, 
for the Nestorian ; cf. Ainsworth’s Expedition, i. 204-5. | 


1 For the New Testament the Massorah confirms the limitations of the 
Peshitto Canon. For the Old Testament the evidence is less satisfactory. 
The Canon almost coincides with that of the Hebrew Massoretes, but includes 
some of the Apocrypha, and in additions and omissions there are differences 
between the Nestorian and the Jacobite Massorahs: compare contents of (1) 
Add. 12,138, with (2) those of Add. 12,178, with which Codd. Vat. and Barber. 
nearly agree, as described by Wright (B. M. Cat.) and by Wiseman, who justly 
remarks,‘ Omittuntur varii libri[Canonici et Deuterocanonici | fortasse quia voces 
nullae in ipsis occurrunt quae illustratione egeant’ (op. cit., p. 217). Chronicles, 
Ezra,and Nehemiah seem to have been neglected by both schools, but, as Wise- 
man says, ‘omnes certe sunt in Canone,’ and for the first we have Add. 17,104, 
which contains 1, 2 Chron. only, in a sixth century hand, a few leaves being lost. 

For the Syriac Apocrypha see Libri Vet. Test. Apocc, (P. de a Sa 
edited from Walton with Brit. Mus. MSS, 
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ii. The Cod, Vaticanus 152. This is the MS. which was 
so fully described by Wiseman in his Horae Syriacae, p. 151 f. 
An epigraph states that it was written in the monastery 
of Mar Aaron, in Mount Shigara!, in the year 1291, i.e. 
A.D. 980. The text is furniched with the Greek vowels em- 
ployed by the Jacobite scribes, and the work represents the 
Western Syriac Massorah, as Add. 12,138 the Eastern. 

iii. Add. 12,178. A Jacobite work, in all respects re- 
sembling the Vatican Massoretic codex. It inclades the Old 
and New Testaments in the Peshitto, with the New Testament 
in the Heraclean, and is of the ninth or tenth century. 

[Cat. Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 108-111.] 

iv. The Cod. Barberinus is another and similar work of 
the same school. It was described by Bianchini in Evan- 
geliarium Quadruplex, 1748, and afterwards more fully and 
accurately by Wiseman in op. cit., pp. 194-202. An epigraph 
states that the book belonged to the priest Daniel, of Beth- 
Sachre?, who was also its scribe. It is somewhat doubtful 
whether the date is 1400 = A.D. 1089, or 1404 = A.D. 1093. 
. Wiseman, as we have seen, (p. 50, n. 2), thought this epigraph 
was not a prima manu, and adds, ‘ potius antiquiorem codicem 
erederem, praesertim si litterarum formas spectare velimus.’ 

v. ddd. 7183 1s also a Jacobite Massoretic work, and 
includes some ecclesiastical writings, as well as the books 
of the Bible. It seems to be of the early part of the twelfth 
century, and is very fully described in Catalogus Codd. Orientt. 
Mus. Brit. i. (Rosen & Forshall), pp. 64-71. 


1 Or Sigara, or Singara (rd Siyyapa), the name of a city and its district, 
now Sinjar, east of the Mygdonius. Smith’s Dict. Greek and Roman Geo- 
graphy; Wiltzsch, Atlas sacer (Gothae, 1843), Tab. iv. Like other sees 
already named, it was at one time under Jacobite, at another under Nestorian 
rule. See Wiltzsch, Statistics, i. § 153 and note, and § 334 and note. 

2 So Wiseman transliterates | gnco hud ,and (p.198, n.) identifies it with a place 
near Nineveh, doubtless the same as the Beth Sacheraye in Thes. Syr., col. 491, 
& place mentioned in a note dated A.D. 1272, appended to Cod. Add. 21,210, 
a MS. which was in A.D, 1242 in the Church of St. Thomas at Mosul, and 
contains, inter alia, a discourse by Rabban Daniel on the distinction between 
the Chrism and the Eucharist. Cat. B. M., ii. pp. 879, 881-2. 
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vi. The Bibliothéque Nationale of Paris possesses a Massoretic 
MS. of the eleventh century. ‘II s’accorde entiérement avec 
le MS. Vat. N°. 152.’ 

[Cat. des MSS. Syr. de la Bib. Nat, (H. Zotenberg), N°. 64.] 

vii. M. L’Abbé Martin mentions another, of the year 
A.D. 1015, which is now in the Cathedral of Mosul 1. 

[Critique Textuelle du N.T., Partie Théorique, p. 291.] 

There are also other Massoretic codices in the British 
Museum, but they are on a smaller scale, and some of them 
contain only a few books of the Bible. 

The extracts which are appended to this essay are fair speci- 
mens of the text of the Syriac Massorah. Besides the marginal 
notes of grammar and pronunciation which are there exhibited, 
readings are sometimes quoted in the Vatican and Barberint 
MSS., and in Add. 12,178, under references which are un- 
doubtedly to certain eminent critics. Of such men Sergius, 
Philoxenus, and others are quoted by name; also one Sabba, 
whom we may identify with Deacon Sabba of Espeklis? (the 
convent Specula near Reshaina), the famous scribe ‘who did 
not make a blotted & in the whole Testament.’ He copied 
MSS. in the first half of the eighth century °, and, as M. Duval 
has shown‘, his name is associated with the scribe Tubhana 
Santa (|js0o), or, if the strange form be not an error, Satana— 

1 This MS., Prof. Guidi informs me, is probably the original of a Massoretic 


MS., now in the library of the Propaganda (Museo Borgiano), which he describes 
as ‘una copia recentissima di un codice Karkafense di Mossoul.’ 

2 nScoe/, There are several forms of the name (Thes. Syr., col. 2706). 
The editor of Cat. Brit. Mus. (iii. p. 1263) writes ‘the Specula or Watch- 
tower ?’ but the Syriac, no doubt, represents the Latin word, or some Grecized 
form of it. So Zand, quoted in Thes. Syr., col. 316. 

3 H.g. Add. 14,430 (1 Kings, Pesh.), A.GR. 1035 = A.D. 724, Add. 12,135 
(pt. of Ezekiel, Pesh.), A.GR. 1037. To the latter is appended a note, which 
shows that the codex was originally the last of a complete Testament, and 
contains the above-quoted boast, a> I loko oOdsA> JrosaJ ole 
[hanrrosd fiercero fron]. 

* Journal Asiatique, 1884, p. 560, arguing from a passage in Bar Bahluli 
Lex. Syro-Arab., which is quoted (from the MS.) in Thes. Syr., col. 2677. See 
also Stade’s Zeitsch. f. d. Altt. Wissensch. (G. Hoffmann), 1881, p. 159; Syr. 
Lat, (Wright) in Encyclop. Brit., gth ed., p. 826. 
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Jixeo, To this scribe, or to some other Tubhana, must the 
references be which are made under the term jasc¥, or its 
abbreviation aj. Wiseman?! thought that luseJ referred to 
the Peshitto, but his conclusion was drawn from mere coin- 
cidences between the quotations and the form of Peshitto text 
which he employed. While these coincidences are indisput- 
able, there remains the difficulty that no evidence has been 
adduced that the Peshitto was known as the Tubhana. 

On the margin of Add. 12,178 there are some references in 
this form, Joo +x0/ Liacze eo ew one of the Karkaphayee used 
to say. The same proper name occurs in the adjectival form 
JN.2.0:0 in the titles of Codd. Vatic. 152 and Add. 7183. Hence 
the well-known designation of this form of text”, but it 
really belongs to one of the sources of the Massorah, and does 
not connote the whole class of Massoretic MSS. Miiller’s 
explanation was:—‘Carcufense exemplar nomen habet ab 
oppido Carcuf, quod Syri 9+, Arabes «53,5 vocabant. Erat 
Mesopotamiae urbs.’ Adler refers to Herbelot* s.v. Carcud, 
as though he would identify the town with one of which the 
name is also spelled Coreub, and Carcoub, in the province 
of Ahwaz®. This district was not without literary fame in 
other departments, but is too far eastwards to have been 
the home of the Syriac Massorah. Even the Nestorian 
Massoretic codex (ddd. 12,138) was written at Harran. 
Miller’s derivation from a proper name is nearer the truth 
than Assemani’s translation Montana, as though it were the 
Version peculiar to the Highlanders. Castell adopts the 

1 Op. cit., pp. 158 n. 14, 224. lusag = beatus, and is often used as a mere 
title; cf. our gallant, learned. In Thes. Syr., col. 1439, are many examples 
of ite use for all classes of people, but none of its use to designate writings. 

2 Versio Karkaphensis has been repeated by subsequent writers from 
J. 8. Assemani (Bid. Orient. ii. 283), who quotes from Bar-Hebraeus; see 
Wiseman, op. cit., p. 149. 

> Andreae Mulleri Dissertationes, 1673, p. 40, referring to scholia of Bar- 
Hebraeus on Pas. 107. 23, 136. I. 

* Barth. d’Herbelot, Bibliotheque Orientale, i. pp. 130, 506; cf. Aubfedae 
Tabulae Geographicae (H. F. Wiistenfeld), pp. 26, 27. 


8 See Géographie Universelle (V. de Saint Martin), i. 40; Herbelot, 
op. cit., i. 131. 
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same rendering, but this meaning is very doubtful’. The 
adjective occurs in Matthew xxvii. 33, and the parallel 
passages, as a translation of xpavlov, and this seems to be its 
proper meaning*. It would be analogous to other names of 
monasteries® that there should be one called ‘the Skull’ from 
its situation on a skull-shaped hill-top, and then JMK.acre, 
Karkaphensian, would indicate the form of text which was 
favoured in the Scriptorium of the Skull. Assemani in 
Bibliotheca Orientalis, vol. ui. p. 78, alluding to a MS.* of 
Petrus Junior of Antioch, which contains part of his Adv. 
Damianum, says that this copy was written for ‘the Monks 
of Karkapheta of the Magdalayee,’ which, however, he trans- 
lates Montis Magdalorum. Magdal is mentioned by Bar 
Hebraeus® in connection with certain transactions in the 
year of the Arabs 577 (= A.D. 1181-2), ‘Araban and Magdal and 
other places of [the district of] the Chaboura ®” which flows by 
Reshaina’. Another allusion to the Skull Convent is found 
in a note, dated a.p. 839, in a fragment of a Philosophical 


1 Assemani, l.c. ; Ed. Castelli Lex. Syr., 1788, p. 835. 

* Cf. Burtorfii Lex. Chald. et Rabb., s.v. 71), t.¢. caput, col. 3151. 

> Cf. Specula Convent, p. 59 above. There may have been a village Karka- 
phata, as there was an Hagle’s Nest Convent (cf. Add. 14,726, fol. 59), and a 
town of the same name—|\ts_20 Ge cAbd, Add. 14,591, fol. 139. Near 
Tella was Quarry Convent, Thes. Syr., col. 3190. Ladder Convent is men- 
tioned in Add. 18,295 (cf. Thes. Syr., col. 2504), no doubt deriving its name 
from the mode of access to it, and in Add. 14,602 (fol. 82 a), MN dase Jee 


= Domus Umbrarum. In Add. 17,110, fol. 76, we have mention of goles Cae 


LAaas fnnid Ls? pro, ‘John and Chacim, brethren, priests, 


Spekelayee,’ i.e. of eel Convent, analogous to the meaning assigned above 
to Karkaphayee. 

* Described as Codex CV III in the Biblioth. Vaticanae MSS. Catal. iii. 70. 

5 Chronicon, Dynast. X, 385 (Bruns et Kirsch). In the Paris (1890) 
Edition, p. 358, we have for oles (Araban) the form oes, which 
approximates to eked (Thes. Syr., col. 2986) nomen vici et regionis Turab- 
dinensts. This would be another connection with the Upper Chaboras. 

* Or Chaboras, the Habor of the O. T., also known as the Araxes. For this, 
and the above-named towns, see Ainsworth, i. ch. 12. 

7 Also called Theodosiopolis, and marked on modern maps as Ras el Aina. 
It was a place of importance in Syriac literature, for the name often occurs in 
colophons and notes of MSS, 
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work !, the note stating that the book was written in the 
Convent Karkapheta, for Ishai bar Chabib of Ramni near 
Mardin. Mardin was north of Reshaina, and nearer to the 
region which from the number of its convents was called 
Tur-Abdin, the Mount of [God’s] Servants. L’Abbé Martin? 
thinks we should look in the neighbourhood of Amid for the 
site of the Skull Convent: the allusions which we have 
quoted rather suggest a site further south, the district of 
the Chaboura, and the neighbourhood of Reshaina; but the 
precise locality cannot be determined. 

It may be regarded as accidental that only one of the 
extant Massoretic MSS, the first which we have described, 
belongs to the Nestorian school. Although it does not 
exhibit those marginal notes and references to critics which 
abound in the Vatican, the Barberini, and the Add. 12,178 
manuscripts, yet it is a work of such extent and completeness 
as to show that Massoretic studies were as much followed 
amongst the Nestorians as amongst the Jacobites, and 
certainly as early as the conclusion of the ninth century. 
The oldest Jacobite copy, ddd, 12,178, is perhaps not much 
younger than the Nestorian Massoretic codex: we have already 
seen (pp. 59, 60) that the Karkaphayee and others are referred 
to in it as earlier labourers in the same field. Still more signifi- 
cant is the use of the word JhassNex», This was rendered by 
Wiseman, Versio (Hor. Syr.,156 and n.). He chiefly relies on 
the use of the word in the title of the Syriac translation of the 
LXX from the Hexaplar®; but even there JhassaNes need not 
denote more than tradition, which is its proper meaning *—. 
the form of text as handed down through the Seventy. The 


1 It is now foll. 5 and 6 of Add. 17,125; see Catalogue, p. 1164, col. 2. 

? Critique Texrtuelle, p. 285; but Professor Hoffmann in Zeit. d. Morgenl. 
Gesellsch. XXXIT, 1878, p. 745, contends that Karkaphatha was ‘ bei der Stadt 
Maghdal am Habhora Fluss.’ 

3 See Cod. Syr.-Hexap. Ambr.-Mediol, (Norberg), 1787; Monum. Sac. et 
Prof. (Ceriani), t. i. fas, 1. 

* Nomenclator Syriacus (Ferrarius), col. 351; cf. Matt. xv. 2 etc. Pesh. and 
Heracl. 
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usual term for Version is J\aas0. So we read in the colophon 
of Add. 12,178, booolhy Jamse ylo sJKgrao IKaas y/ 
show [The vowels etc.], according to the Peshitto Version 
and according to the Version of Thomas of Charkel!, On the 
other hand JhassaSos is used in Add. 12,138 in the title of 
an appendix, Yancs fasss JlassaSo%5, which can only mean, 
‘Traditions of the Masters of the Schools.’ We conclude that 
the title employed in some copies of the Syriac Massorah was 
intended to imply that the work was a record of labours 
pursued long before the actual dates of the copies. 

While we cannot at present point out the particular 
college in which Massoretic studies were first pursued, or 
Indicate with certainty who was their author, yet some names 
may be mentioned as those of critics who must have had a 
share in the work, more or less direct. Two centuries before 
Add. 12,138 was written, grammatical and philological studies 
were sedulously pursued and promoted at Edessa by Jacob, 
who, after a long episcopacy, died in 710%. At Nisibis the 
rector of the school during many years of the sixth century 
was Joseph Huzita: it has been thought that he was the 
founder of the Massoretic art in that city®. Again, the 
Tract which forms part of Add. 12,178 * suggests a connection 
between these criticisms and the labours of one Thomas the 
Deacon. Perhaps this was the well-known Thomas Heracle- 
ensis®, Or perhaps Thomas of Edessa is intended®, the 


1 So Bar-Heb. Hor. Myst. ap. Ceriani, op. cit., p. iv, fins Sun? Ji.mas0, 
which Dr. C. renders Editto Graecorum. Quoting a colophon of the Cod, 
Ambros. he renders JhassaNesx by textus, Other terms are a.09 = inter- 


pretari, and sas/ = transferre. But see note on JhassaScex in Cat. 
Codd. Bib. Bod. (R. Payne Smith) pars VI, p. 87, nota b. 

2 So Bickell, Conspectus Ret Syr. Literariae, p. 41, and ef. Hist. Artis 
Gram. ap. Syros (Ad. Merx), cap. iv. There are some variations in the 
dates assigned to Jacob’s consecration and death. His Letter to George of 
Serug is appended to the Massorah in Add. 7183; see Mar-Jacob on Syriac 
Orthography (G. Phillips), 1869. 

5 So Merx, op. cit., cap. iii. 

* With the title Juasmaso Lroolk  gepasse JLodue Jouna. 

5 This is suggested, but dubiously, in Brit. Mus. Cat., p. 110. 

* So L’Abbé Martin, op. cit., p. 286. To this author is due the credit of 
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teacher of Mar Abbas, who was elected (Nestorian) Catho- 
licus in 536. Subsequently Tho embraced his pupil’s 
Nestorianism, and was associated with him in literary work 
during the first half of the sixth gentury }. 

Whatever may be the date’ of the birth of the Syriac 
Magsorah, it is indisputable that it had attained maturity in 
the century which succeeded the era of the youngest of our 
best copies of the Peshitto®. It will follow therefore that 
the significance of these traditions to the modern critic is 
different from that of the Hebrew Massorah. To this we owe 
all our knowledge of the form of the Jewish Scriptures, 
except in so far as ancient versions modify the verdict of the 
Massoretic MSS. But the Syriac Massorah is younger than 
our oldest copies of the Syriac Bible, and the Massorah with 
the MSS. of all ages support and supplement one another. 
The Syriac Massorah was suggested by the Jewish‘ ; it had its 
birth in the same country5; it was designed for similar 


having carefully studied our present subject twenty years ago. See his Tradttion 
Karkaphienne, ou la Massore chez les Syriens, and other Essays. 

1 Dr. Gwynn in Dictionary of Christian Biography, iv. p. 1013. 

* There are many interesting copies of comparatively late date, such as 
Crauf. II (p. §4 above), but, if we apply to Syriac the rules of criticism laid 
down by sume writers—see, e.g. Greek Test. (Alford), ed. 1874, Proleg. VI. 
i, 24-29—their testimony is of little worth. Yet in Academy (July, 1890) 
Professor Sanday recognizes the value of diplomatic evidence of all ages in de- 
termining the archetypal text. However, in the case of the Peshitto, the 
question need not be discussed, for we possess so many ancient copies of it that 
we can afford to disregard all which are later than the somewhat remarkable 
eighth century MS., Add. 14,456, or the Nestorian New Testament of A.D. 758, 
Add. 7157. 

* Dr. Neubauer’s paper in this vol.; Thrupp in Bible Dict. ii. p. 608. The 
oldest Hebrew Old Testament MS. is said to be the Cod. Babylonicus of 
A.D. 916, 80 that even the moat ancient is subsequent to the Hebrew Massorah. 

* For the Syrians were not so much inventors, as imitators and improvers. 
For example, in criticiam they adopted and expanded the harmonistic system 
of Eusebius (Stud. Bib., 1890, No. VIII), in writing a MS. they imitated the 
forma and words of the Greek scribes (cf. Wright in B. M. Cat., Pref., xxvii), 
their liturgical terminology is largely Greek. Yet, strangely enough, it has 
been argued (see Mr. Harris’ interesting article Massorah in Jew. Q. BR. i.; 
Encyolop. Brit., oth ed., xi. 600) that the Hebrew Massorah owed much tv the 
Syriac, It is almost certain that the contrary was the fact. 

* One of the centres of Nestorian Church life in the sixth and seventh cen- 
turies, Naarda, had, at an earlier period, been the seat of a famous Rabbinical 
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purposes ; it even had a double recension, eastern and western, 
like its Jewish prototype; but, owing to more favourable cir- 
cumstances, we do not depend upon it for our Peshitto text, 
although it has a great value in questions of pronunciation, 
of accentuation, and of interpunction. 


III. 

A. Besides copies of the Peshitto, we have, if such aid were 
required, Versions in Arabic and in Persian!, which, in part, 
at least, are direct translations from the Syriac. At one 
time it was supposed that emendations of the Peshitto text 
might be successfully made by the help of the Versions ?, but 
there is no need now to seek evidence in that direction, for 
there are in our hands, through later discoveries, copies of the 
original Syriac, which are not only older than the copies of 
the Versions of it, but which were written before the Versions 
themselves were made. Thus the case is different from that 
of many ancient documents, in the criticism of which Ver- 
sions are often of paramount importance. 

B. Again, if native works of the second and third centuries 
had survived to our day, we should possess materials which 
might possibly afford the same supplement to the evidence 
for the Peshitto text which quotations in the most ancient 
‘Latin Church writers afford to the Old Latin. In the fourth 
century we have Aphraates* and Ephraim‘. Their many 
quotations from the Scriptures are useful as evidence of the 


school. Cf. p. 52n. above; Etheridge’s Hebrew Literature, p. 154; Buxtorfii 
Lex. Chald. et Rabb., col. 1313. At Nisibis also was a large colony of Jews 
and a School.—Neubauer (Géographie), p. 370. 

1 Reuss, History of Scriptures of New Test. (tr. Houghton, 1884), §§ 437. 
441; Bleek, Hinleitung in das Neue Test., 1886, §§ 281, 282. An Arabic 
Version in parallel columns with the Peshitto (4dd. 14,467 is a part of the 
work) is described by J. Gildemeister, op. cit., pp. 3-6. 

2 Cf. Wichelhaus, op. cit., p. 229; Michaelis, op. cit., vol. II, ch. vii, § 3. 

3 Homiliae [ejus] inter annos 337 et 345 conscriptae, Bickell, op. cit., p. 18. 

* Born about 308, died 373—Bickell l.c.; Dict. Christian Biography, 8. v. 
For St. Ephraim’s quotations see Mr. Wood’s paper in this volume—a valuable 
addition to our knowledge of the text employed by that Father—and, 
especially for the Old Testament, G. Z. Spohn’s Collatio Ver. Syr. c. S. Eph. 
Commentario; Lengerke’s Commentatio de Eph. 8.8. interprete ; A. Pohlman’s 
S. Eph. Commentariorum Commentatio. 
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characteristics of the translations which they employed ; but, 
like other early writers, they did not aim at strict accuracy of 
reference, so that their citations have no claim to overrule the 
verdict of the most ancient codices; for these in actual age 
approximate to the times of Ephraim and Aphraates, while 
they are the representatives of a text which was at least cur- 
rent in the days of those writers. It ought to be unnecessary 
to repeat that exemplars are witnesses to texts which are older 
than the leaves of the codices. There are no grounds what- 
ever for the suspicion that such MSS. as ddd. 14,459 or 17,117 
belong to the ‘ first edition, so to speak, of the Peshitto. If 
therefore they are copies, then was the Peshitto either published 
between the death of St. Ephraim and the middle of the fifth 
century, or else it was known to the writer and used by him. 
In deciding between conflicting hypotheses, that must 
always be preferred which presents the fewest difficulties. 
And the difficulties involved in the supposition that the 
Peshitto is subsequent to the days of Mar Ephraim are 
certainly many. It leaves unexplained the close affinities 
(in spite of some divergences) between the Version used by 
Ephraim and Aphraates and the Peshitto of the fifth century 
—the absence of any trace of the rise of the Peshitto imme- 
diately before the oldest copies were made—the disappearance 
of every MS. of the Ante-Peshitto. To judge from the prac- 
tice of the scribes in the seventh century, who copied both 
the Peshitto and the Heraclean revision of it, it would be 
reasonable to expect to find copies of the Ante-Peshitto as 
well as of the Peshitto itself. Only one codex has ever been 
claimed as a representative of the former type of text. But 
unfortunately Add. 14,451 lacks those details of origin and 
locality out of which, in conjunction with the probable date 
of the MS., the history of the text might be constructed !. 
The conclusion is, that in our oldest Peshitto MSS. we can 
read the New Testament as it was known to the Syrians of 


1 «In order to recover the true text of any ancient document, it is necessary 
first to know its history.’"—Studia Biblica, ii. p. 240, Note by W. 8. 
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the fourth century. We do not require to correct our text 
by quotations, and still less would there be any excuse now for 
those conjectural emendations which were proposed by some 
critics before the present diplomatic evidence was available !. 


IV. 


The ancient codices which we have enumerated represent 
each of the two great divisions of Syrian Christendom. Ata 
later period Nestorian? MSS. presented marked characteristics, 
partly in readings, still more in vowel-marks, and in hand- 
writing and ornamentation. Many of the differences in read- 
ing which have been noted are due, however, to the circum- 
stance that the Jacobite MSS. with which the Eastern copies 
were compared were older, and preserved an older text for 
the most part. Some of the oldest Non-Nestorian copies 
are indeed so ancient, e. g. Add. 14,459 and 17,117 (pp. 53, 54 
above), that they may fairly be claimed as representatives of 
the undivided Syrian Church. In the sixth and following 
centuries the schism was completed, and between the Eastern 


1 Emendations which are defended principally because they conform the 
Syriac to the Greek (such as some in Text. Ver. Simp. coll. c. duobus MSS. Bodl., 
R. Jones, 1805, and some quoted in Schaaf’s Appendix) would be desirable ina 
missionary publication, but for critical purposes the Peshitto must rest on the 
authority ofits own MSS. There are no doubt cases where a trivial change in the 
Syriac characters would produce a preferable reading. Such are—in Mat. viii. 4 
Joona. (lepel) for Jugad (tepedor) ; in Mat. ix. 36 ee eks which better re- 
presents the éppiypévor, for oem ; in Luke ii. 10 fsa (7S Aag@) for rads 
(world) ; in Luke ii. 30 yarns (70 cwripdy gov) for tpladeas (thy mercy), and many 
others; but they are against diplomatic evidence. To all such changes, 
whether in the Peshitto or the Greek, Wichelhaus’ canon will apply, Critic: et 
Editoris est talem textum servare qualis in libris reperitur—op. cit., p. 228. 

? This term is sometimes applied (but inaccurately) rather to the style of 
writing than to the type of text—see Wright in Cat. Brit. Mus. iii. Pref. 
p- xxxi,n. The designations Jacobite and Nestorian are neither strictly accu- 
rate nor always applicable. In the earlier periods there was no well-defined 
local boundary between the sects. At the present day it is doubtful how far 
the original theological distinctions still prevail, and whether the ancient 
Churches of the East are in actual as they certainly are in formal heresy. 
With Walton’s sympathetic words (quoted in Scrivener, p. 312 n) compare 
Some Notes of Travel (Trench); Review and Correspondence in Guardian, 
June and July, 1890; Riley’s Visit to Assyrian Christians. 
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and Western copies of those times differences may be dis- 
covered which point to different streams of tradition in the 
monasteries, while the text itself is undoubtedly the same. 
The following pages afford a specimen of such variations, 
those, namely, which are found in the earliest copies, and 
which relate almost exclusively to the consonants of the 
unpointed text. 
ST. MARK I-YV. 

I. 2 +9042 peo wohl Jo? Speco Jorr faas biome asbor y./? 
WESTERN OR JAOOBITE BEADINGS., EASTERN OBR NESTORIAN READINGS. 
Jor =l8o0 (in cod. 8 9 added). Jong, i.e. Sr ov, to introduce 


quotation. 

5 oCOmSrhnd qePG2© 9D IPAS Wood Joo. -mSwwo 
990.> = ev TO "lopddvy ; 80 8, | + Jie = moray; so 8, later 
first hand. hand. 

6 Jane baszo Jao loo omhu/ okNaslwo 

Most old MSS. ofNaaswo (e | ob Xaohwo, scriptio plena, the 
cibus ejus) scriptio defectiva. more grammatical form ; cf. 
Thes. Syr. (R. Payne Smith), 
col. 181. 
7 oO) LEAS 9 oss Jen? (orm hds Li? Jan My oo 


ial? (Peal) =nipas—it., that | \ormlly (Zthpeal), and in several 

I should stoop. copies of the other class. 

Of the form in the Peal conjugation no example is given in the 
Thesaurus. Perhaps it is archaic, and was modernized in some 
copies, and by the Easterns. But the sense is the same. 

16 ser Cae/ oli llo anaaad Jno 
woauie/ or ulin) (Andrew), | uwolsgs/, so codd. 8 23. 

and ver. 29. | 

The spelling of proper names is often varied in different places 
of the same MS. 

20 Jem? pr JKeams coors! urd anne 
Jerw,/ p> |) Se T@ | OM. €v TO TADIiV; 808 by erasure. 
mroim peta Trav piobwrar. 

a1 “pow Bas ds 490 
= elomopevovra; so the | SX = clowopeverar; so some 

American (Nestorian) Edition. Jacobite copies; see variants 

in Tischendorf. 
1 In quoting passages for the reader's convenience here and below, it is not 
intended to express a final judgment on the text. 
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Ih jsag bod od Nult Jeng =vir 


in quo est spiritus ummundus 
—historical present tense. 


o> Joo Kulp—in quo erat— I. 23 
marking distinctly the past 
tense. A revised reading. 


Shp fur Laas oo basso 27 
bo lia va.=disciplina hae. | ara. bo=haec disciplina. 


Jal ohare J paso 3t 
JXa/, without airjs, and appar- 
ently adapted to the Greek. 


oka/ =6 muperds airns, but some 
coples—e.g. 15,21—favour the 
other class. 


wwopllo OF? Sey, OHL50 Sa1/ 42 
LI Digi) Aémpa dm adrov. | H>iq ob —=dn’ adroi f démpa. 
The Jacobite and Nestorian readings correspond to variants in 
the Greek : see the editions of Z%schendorf and others. o>sq,, with 
o, might represent 7 Aémpa adrod, if in ver. 31 oka/=s muperos auris. 
shores o> Joo rode lors conac II. 4 


Joos = rdv xpdSBarov. Joos 3%. (so cod. 21), to express 
distinctly the objective case. 


shige pro bandiso pr umd So colle go laisdo Jrawo 16 
Jeo ms bigwo bndco Pr aio tvoonmihs 0-20 

For éodiovra, wass9; for éodicee | easSpanduass, using the same 
Do). Syriac for the one Greek verb. 


was. is to take food, and therefore specially appropriate here, 
while so/ is to eat figuratively as well as literally. 


20 .000) ee; Jae s290 ince? go? vooemsh 18 
| -Y. qinde? eo? woop! fee ¢290 =o! ray Sapicaloy in both 


=[kal foav| of pabyrat "lwdvvov places; so codd. 21 23. The 
cai of ®apicaio, but in the variants, as in I. 21, 42, corre- 


latter half of the ver. ha.;2?0 spond to those in the Greek. 


=ol trav Sapicaiov. 


coon fhe Nokalt bop tJheod er golly 20 
Jods (Sorts = dr’ avray 6 vup- | transposed, (Ono Jokiues 80 21 
dios. by erasure. 
The Western reading follows the order of the Greek, but the 
Eastern is perhaps a better Syriac order. 
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III, 28 2s yanohes fetrs> Sng? JSraq0 Jordus \oomso? 

Ylot rév dyépanev is in oldest MSS, usually expressed by bas) w15, 
as here cod. 40: in later copies, and in the Nestorian, usually by 
jeim>; but there is much inconsistency. In the Eastern MSS. are 
found the defective forms So and Sjss, but not exclusively, 
while \.a and S.a}so are somewhat more frequent in the older 
Jacobite copies. So fb) ss0/ and bss), qin ero! and etoe>/, 
and other full or contracted forms are used indifferently in MSS. 


of both classes and all ages. 

35 | Joste OAD, sASU? in, gO 
Most copies transpose, caw? Be HO= bs yap ay romon, 
sae, (Var. lect. pad?) pasu? oo. in exact order of the Greek. 

IV. 5 0 Agi Ino Joo hud? lo? 
foo? Bud? Jo. /'=(lit.) whereno | bs? Joo Kado law) = where 
earth. See also i. 23 above. there was no earth—conformed 
to the context. 

aI a0 »prolhs Juco a ers jl? faa 9 
For re6g and émre6j, pros. | probs, an orthographical 

See Thes. Syr. col. 2560; correction, found also in some 
Nestle, Syr. Gr. (1889), 46> Jacobite MSS, 
and note 7. 

33 weaes oor Joos Sdsox» 


COW Waa, =Iycots airois | Wass (OOD = aiirois "Inaois. 

(18 om. ood). 

This transposition is the reverse of that in ii. 20; there the 
Western has the objective case first, here the Eastern. Both add 
"Ingovs, which is not in the original. 

40 elise oh / wWhiaue bios 
qo Sobre. | luo; emphatic form. 

The two forms differ little in meaning—see examples in Thes. 
Syr., col. 1007—but from the usus of the Peshitto N.T. the Nes- 
torian form would seem to be a correction. See Schaaf’s Lex. Syr. 
Concord., p. 131. 


V. 27 comands Keivo obs ee fato? Jame Lh? 
Koso... Lh/=shecame...| With codd.17 21 23... LL? 


she touched. See the variants K.5;00= she came ... and 
in Tischendorf. she touched. 
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2S 29) ~ass ee? oo 
2o/ ew? Oo =6 8é é&xBador. ao/ Woes eo? oo =6 8€ "Inaoi's 
exBadoy, and so cod. 40. 
The variations which belong to one family are sometimes found 
in individuals of the other group. 


The following readings of the Nestorian New Testament, Add. 
14,448, may be noticed. In Acts xx. 28 there is an erasure before 
lunnexo? = Christi, but nothing to show that the reading was ever 
JoNly=Dei. In Heb. ii. 9 we find Jo) OFS> ina, 96, the 
third word being thus written over an erasure, and that no doubt 
of eo Sk.co, so that a prima manu it would have been zpse enim, 
excepto Deo, pro omnibus gustavit mortem. In Rom. ix. 5, 1 Cor. 
v. 8 (1 Tim. iii. 16 is lost), this MS. read as Add. 14,479, etc. 

Those who have access to my Proposal to publish a Revised Test 
of the Peshitto Gospels (for private circulation), 1887, will find other 
readings quoted from the Nestorian Tetraevangelium Add. 14,460 
(7), and from Add. 7157, there called D. 


The classification of readings which we have made in the 
above review of five chapters of the Peshitto is the result of the 
careful collation of fifteen! ancient codices, of which ten were 
collated by the late P. E. Pusey. The division of them between 
the Eastern and Western families is not difficult to make. 
We have already seen (pp. 50-4) that some copies plainly 
declare their origin, either by facts recorded in the colophons, 
or by the character of the writing. The texts of these afford 
data by which the remainder may be judged. By continuing 
throughout the New Testament the process of which the 
above is a specimen, a Table would be constructed which would 
serve as a test for other copies, and would exhibit the real 
nature of the differences between the Eastern and the Western 
Schools. But, in fact, our specimen is itself sufficient. From 
it the student can see— 

(i) That there were two distinct streams of tradition in 


' They are the Jacobite Codices 2, 5, 11, 14, 15,17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 36, and the 
Nestorian 7, 8, 16, 33, with the Nestorian American Edition. See p. 103. 


V. 40 


72 The Materials for the Criticism 


the transmission of the vernacular of the Syriac Church. 
And yet— 

(ii) That only one text is supported by the two lines of 
evidence. : 

The MS. which we designate No. 8 is interesting and impor- 
tant in the history of the Peshitto text. The style of hand- 
writing suggests the work of a scribe who belonged to some 
Nestorian monastery. It remained in the custody of possessors 
by whom Nestorian vowels and accents were added, and the 
text was in places corrected to the Nestorian type. But such 
correction shows that its prototype was related to MSS. of 
the other class. That the scribe chose a Jacobite model for 
his MS. is unlikely: far more probable is it that the differ- 
ences between the Schools were not finally established in his 
time. If so, it will follow that the Nestorian type is the 
result of correction and revision, and therefore that the 
Jacobite is the older. And further, our careful collations of 
other MSS. show that the Monophysite copies of the sixth 
century, such as Vaticanus (4.D. 548) or Florentinus (a.D. 586), 
conform in character to the fifth century copies Add. 14,459, 
14,470, and 17,117, which may fairly be considered as rather 
pre-Nestorian than Jacobite. Again, the Nestorian type is 
closely related in many of its grammatical forms to the later 
Jacobite MSS., such as Crawford I, and also to the text of 
Widmanstadt’s edition, which, as I have shown in a former 
essay, was printed from Jacobite or Maronite exemplars !. 


V. 


In the Prolegomena to Tregelles’ Greek Testament (1879, p. 
xxvil, col. 1) the writer names the Version commonly printed 
as the Peshito (sic), and adds, ‘ of this I collated the whole of 
Rich’s MS., 7157 [ef. p. 53, above] in the British Museum : 
this MS. is a good proof how the Syriac scribes modernized 
their copies.’ Similar assertions have been made, or repeated, 


1 Studia Biblica, ii. p. 268. 
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by other writers, and are very misleading. The differences 
between a fifth century and an eighth century Peshitto MS., 
while not quite of the same kind, are in number less numerous 
than those which distinguish an English Bible as printed at 
the present day from Bibles which were published at the 
beginning of the seventeenth century. Of more important 
variations, an eighth century Syriac copy, Nestorian or 
Jacobite, would contain about, on an average, one in every 
chapter ; but of these only a few would have any bearing on 
the relation of the version to the Greek archetype. 

Again, it has been said that the present Peshitto is ‘the 
gradually formed product of several successive revisions?.’ 
How far these various assertions are true of the materials 
available for the criticism of the Peshitto New Testament 
must be carefully considered, and a minute examination of 
even a small portion of the text, with comparison of variants, 
will suffice to show the character and the extent of the differ- 
ences between different copies which were produced in dif- 
ferent localities and at different ages. We select the last 
eighteen verses of the 5th chapter of St. Matthew, a passage 
where we are able to adduce the testimony of twenty wit- 
nesses”, They are:— 


1 Hammond, Textual Criticism, 1890, p. 57; cf. The New Testament 
(Westcott and Hort), p. 84, and Tregelles in Bible Dictionary, iii. p. 1625 f. 
Mr. Hammond refers to Ridley’s De Syriacarum Nov. Foed. Versionum tn- 
dole et usu dissertatio ; but the author (§§ vii, viii, pp. 28, 31) admits that the 
Simplex was read in the fourth century, and to account for the differences be- 
tween Ephraim and the Peshitto supposes either (1) that the Old Syriac 
differed from that of to-day (he had not access to our ancient codices), or (2) 
that there were many versions, or (3) that Ephraim used the Greek. Ridley 
adds: ‘ Versionem Syrorum Simplicem Latinis omnibus esse vetustiorem veri- 
simile mihi videtur.’ 

4 For the collations of Nos. 2, 7, 11, 12, 32 I am responsible ; the readings 
of No. 40 have been contributed by Professor Ugolini, those of the Massorah 
by Dr. Bezold. My information about the variants in Nos. 13, 17, 18, 20, 23, 
24, 25, 26 is derived from the note-books of the late Philip Edward Pusey. 
No. 10 was collated by the Rev. E. J. Perry, before he left London for the 
Principalship of the C. M. 8. College at Kanday, Ceylon. His early death by 
an accident on April 2nd, 1890, has deprived me of a friend and fellow-labourer, 
and the Church of an earnest teacher and zealous missionary. 
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(a) Fifth century, or early in sixth, Cod. Add. Mus. Brit. 17,117 
[18], and perhaps a few years younger, Add. 14,470 [17]. 

(8) Sixth century, Add. 17,116 [2], 17,115 [10], 14,461 [24], 
Crawford I [11], Vaticanus a.v. 548 [40], Florentinus a.v. 
586 [26]. 

(y) Sixth or seventh century, Add. 14,454 [13], 12,137 [20], 

14,113 [23]. 

(8) Seventh century, Add. 14,460 A.D. 600 [7], 14,471 A.D. 615 
[32], and Add. 14,463 [25]. 

(e) Eighth or ninth century, Crawford II [12]. 

(¢) The (i) Eastern and (ii) Western Massorah. 


ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 


MNote 185 OX SRT + lhl” ERG coe sil" 
oll?) rolh/ (et infra) cum mehagyana apud Editores Ameri- 
canos. 

Co AS voll Jide ge Nag ectad Ml ise!’ GE hl™ 
tla, [Kanda SSL5 qsdo FALE ON pas oMfetuie INAS 
fu? +x0/] Juss? Codd. 17 18 20 32: valde fluctuant. yoo 

(cén pro cin, more Nestorianorum) Editio Americana, et ubique; cf. 

v.37, soe] Svaop hoc loco 23: fluctuant codd. Inter qs et 

Jaap litura in 12. Om. IO 20 24 25—ita 2, nunc litura. 

doql?] & 3tiae pers. fem. (hoc loco uiaqle) semper exhibent Edd. 

Widmanstadiana et Schaafiana, interdum cod. 12. 


ghd Liss ef pSal 

yoksmae (\S= 6n pro dn, et ubique) Ed. Amer. et infra. 

yhswoan, yhsoam> (singulariter) 10; apud Nestorr. (Mass. et 

Ed. Amer.) yXs6as3, yhssasa>: item (v. 34) 06 breodaoy, 

et (v. 36) 6? pro 8), Ed. Amer. 

Meiciog sJisaad WY gcd cisolk I x los Ul 25)’ ei bil"™ 

| JoXty oo 

Juzs0/ 18 20 32 ita Cur. J] Wy 2 10 25 32. orth] asolh 

(et infra) Ed. Amer. —_JosX{9] Jos {9 (d’Alaha) apud Nestorianos. 
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(7) The American Nestorian New Testament (Wew York, 1886) ; 
cf. p. 55 C, above. 

(6) The editio princeps of Widmanstadt, which was printed from 
MSS. not now accessible. 

(\) The Edition of Lewsden and Schaaf (p. 49, n. 4), with the 
Appendix of Variations in all authorities then available’. 

1 Schaaf, who completed the edition after Leusden’s death, says (Praef. ad 
Lect.), ‘adjunxi versionem ex omnibus versionibus Latinis, in primis Tre- 
melliana [quam ipse omnium primus adornavit] propria opera compositam.’ 
From this biblical scholars, who do not read Syriac, have derived most of their 


knowledge of the Peshitto N.T. We have borrowed from Schaaf in the fol- 
lowing pages, but with adaptation to the text which we exhibit. 


ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 


31 Dictum est, quod quicunque dimittit uxorem suam, det illi 
scriptum repudii. 
Ad rationem verbi proferendi solam pertinet nota mehagyanae. 


32 Ego autem dico vobis, quod omnis quicunque dimittit uxorem 
suam, excepta causa fornicationis, efficit ei ut committat adulte- 
rium: et quicunque accipit derelictam, adulterium committit 

Omnis quicunque] Cum 2 (p.m.) 10 20 24 25 vertas, omnis 
gut. Cf. varr. lectt. as 6 droAvey et ds dv drodvon. 
¢] non interrumpunt 2 32 40. 


33 Rursum audistis quod dictum est antiquis; Non mentieris 
in luramentis tuis, persolves autem Domino iuramenta tua. 
Cod. 10, twramento, turamentum—ita Codex Curetonianus ; 
cf. p. 86 infra. 


34 Ego autem dico vobis, ne iuretis omnino: ne per coelum, 
quia solium est Dei. 
Ne iuretis ...] Praefigunt 2 10 25 32 9, quod idem valet ac 
rc orationis rectae. 
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tpSaiobs Ilo)’ codNaF Mache vo bdocioy 10515 Io ™ 
bod Jadso2 Loy Sbssps0} 
\ssh5] Lxshs (more Nestt.) Ed. Amer. coada3, sine (-), 13. 
priasojs] prailo 211; pdasols 12 32; pradls 13 40; valde 
fluctuant. praidls, Ed. Amer. oo obtser09 Schf., so Wid. 
Np IAS og goad ty! aad He shBlh pbte Mel” 
J1582 of” Iksaso/ Jexcoe 
yes>] hoc loco 11 gases. In codd. plerumque «3, apud 
Editores «.3: Ed. Amer. ya3>, more Nestorr. gas om. a p. m. 7. 


Leek QS SH pS I Jo el El tah Jal Ht” 

eoo hans exe 

yoko] ao (et ubique) Mass. Nest. et Ed. Amer. ef] 
apud Nestorr. wy, oo hard (cf. v. 33) Ed. Amer. 


Inter vv. 37 et 38 Rubrica JK..20,0 Jane faed JAI? bio 
so, 2 23; ita 40 in margine. 


we Ma Ns fino iS od. Missy + iilly Ska he aa % 


.. Wes] W” hans SoS cwoctol, Wy +\cas Ls? aio)” ea? jue" 
[Cod. 40 Min? of’ oS Mol”. Msiiy gis NS WS Lise 
luiso? 18 2032.  Winl] apud Nestorr. [bpu/. 
ol’ aS woclaa tye kets Niciawo yas Wow? 5,9 exo “° 
| vist 
waas, Saamwo, Ed. Amer. 2/] elo 23. 
ye dk oS Si 2% Iss QS awe 
Ver. 42 a ver. 41 disiungit 7. 
© qa Sel I gid ols 13)% go oS 05 yX NLL ed“ 
ot eo] >) es qo 10; om. lo, Widman. et Schf. 
oilse (cf. v. 34) Ed. Amer. Ad finem ovo 10 17. 


fp AS NSN camed gy AeidS plsg sSlltly Skoke “ 

wwolle] addit minio Lss,.e\ (=antiquis) 25—ita Cod. Curet. 
Deest pawd?, in marg. pod; yooeos per lituram; 18 a manu 
recentiori. 
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35 Neque per terram, quia scabellum est quod est sub pedibus 
ejus : neque etiam per Urishlem, quia civitas est Regis magni. 
Signum (~) saepe deest nominibus pluralibus et collectivis. 
Urishlem| Ed. Amer. Oreshlem—huius nominis eandem ex- 
hibet formam Cod. Curet. ac recentiores 12 32. 


36 Neque etiam per caput tuum iurabis: quia non potes facere 
in eo capillum unum caesariei nigrum aut album. 
Om. a p. m. unum 7; plura apud Zischendorfium (Nov. Test. 
ed. mai.) reperias. 


37 Sed sit sermo vester, Ita, ita, et Non, non: id quod haec 
excedit, a malo est 


¢] non interrumpit 32. 
Rubrica, LECTIO TERTII DIEI HEBDOMADIS PRIMAE IEIUNII. 


38 Audistis quod dictum est, Oculum pro seule, et dentem pro 7 
dente : 


39 Ego autem dico vobis, ut non surgatis contra malum: sed [48 sed... 
quicunque percutit te super maxillam tuam dexteram, obverte illi Cod. 40] 
. etiam alteram. 


40 Et quicunque vult contendere tecum, et accipiet tunicam 
tuam, relinque illi etiam palhum tuum. 
Etiam| et etiam 23. 


41 Qui adigit te ad miliarium unum, abito cum illo duo. bes 


42 Quicunque petit abs te, da illi: et quicunque vult mutuari -. 
abs te, ne prohibeas eum. 
Cum 10 vertas, ef ewm, quit. v. m. abs, te, ne prohibeas id _s 
petit], nisi redundet sufixum woo. Cum Widman. et 
Schf. verte, ef quicunque mutuetur. 


43 Audistis quod dictum est, Diligas proximum tuum, et odio >) 
habeas inimicum tuum: 


Vel ames. Apud Vers. Heracl. (Jo. xx. 15-17) paws valet 
amare, creo( diligere. 


a 


a 
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ay gad aoido (haba Asan ond)” sod bil el” GE bl" 
WS adjo (cad bss Gd ESey opSa5 cod yhyy 
lad esto Jigas clad wsdty edt!” 
fuisof 18. (aasaspiaads] \aasacp os 17 18 20. 
we ophsad wp 66 [ahady coctsly vedis cool a./”# 
Wax VSo bls NS ofp Miso his Wxo fag WS 
wodis, filo, Vas, Ed. Amer. cama] oma (sic) 13. 
yaoasl? Ed. Amer.; cf. v. 48. 


hal Vial” Had ahd easy SGI vfkal eae onal ‘ 
2 qege J3ds od bended of’ JS J cas 
oh / gan] Shams, A | ei, Ed. Amer. Sul” 
Schf. ‘jmraso 2 7 11, et ver. 47, ubi 12 quoque: sed valde 
fluct. codd. 


poh Lise spcheds ctarcl fades  shy/ - Ne 
weeps Ji oo fends of’ Jd I. dhl Eas 
ohu/ ese] vhdhea apud Editores. 
OY 400 insia, Labads cloctals Mails Jig, Shu!” Nuss 080 # 
Rubrica in textu lso0,9 .so,0 JXany feed busily buys 2, . 
alii post 07 we, siiteeram pale 


S201, 900, Ed. Amer, choca} ] yaoasls Mass. Nest. 
et Ed. Amer., i.e. d’Abhucon. 


Before attempting to classify the variants which occur in 
this specimen, the following observations may be made :— 

1. The vowel points, Eastern or Western, are, of course, not 
found in the oldest MSS. In the fifth, sixth, and seventh 
century codices, which are our most important authorities for 
the criticism of the text, the grammatical forms are distin- 
guished by the diacritical point, and even this is only used in 
doubtful cases. The few vowels which are affixed, almost at 
random, and chiefly to proper names, were added by later 
hands. The absence of really ancient indications of the 
pronunciation is a loss to the philologist rather than to the 


oo, 
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44 Ego autem dico vobis, Diligite inimicos vestros, et bene pre- 5? 
camini ei qui maledicit vobis, et facite quod bonum est ei qui odit 
vos, et orate pro illis qui ducunt vos violenter, et persequuntur vos. 

[N.B. Agnoscunt codd. Peshitt. omnes omnia quae Editores (Re- 
vision Revised (Burgon), 410-1) e textu Graeco eiecerunt. | 


45 Ut sitis filii Patris vestri qui est in coelis, qui oriri facit 2 
solem suum super bonos et super malos, et demittit pluviam suam 
super iustos et super iniustos. 


46 Si enim diligatis eos qui diligunt vos, quod praemium est 1 
vobis? nonne etiam publicani id ipsum faciunt ? 
Notam interrogationis saepe negligunt codd. Significationis 
nihil refert. 


47 Et si salutetis fratres vestros tantum, quid eximii facitis ? 
nonne etiam publicani id ipsum faciunt ? 


48 Estote igitur vos perfecti, sicut Pater vester qui est in coelis oF 
perfectus est. 
Praefigit 2 Rubricam, LECTIO DIEI QUARTI HEBDOMADIS 
PRIMAE IEIUNI. 


theologian. On account of the simplicity of the construc- 
tions, and the separation of the words in even the most 
ancient writing, the meaning of a sentence is seldom doubtful, 
and its relation to the Greek archetype is almost always as 
certain as if the text were furnished with the whole array of 
later vowels and accents. And of course these also are neither 
arbitrary, nor merely the expression of a late pronunciation. 
The Massorah, which both supports, and in places corrects, 
the vowel system employed by editors from the days of 
Widmanstadt, embodies the traditions of the schools of the 
seventh and earlier centuries, as we have already shown; nor 


i 


ud 
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is there any reason to suppose that the pronunciation which 
prevailed when it was fixed by vowel points, differed to any 
great extent from that of earlier times. So much, at least, 
may be affirmed without prejudging questions to which we 
shall advert later1. 

2. The correct pronunciation (with aspiration, or without 
it) of the Begadkephath letters, was considered of great 
importance by the Syriac Massoretes, although they frequently 
omitted the Rukaka and Qushaya, when the form was well 
known, and no mistake could arise. In the MSS. of the 
Western School these indications were given by very dis- 
tinct red dots. We have employed in the text printed in 
this essay a fine dot, similar to that found in the Nestorian 
MS., Add. 12,1387, and have set it further to the right than 
it would actually appear in the MS., the better to distinguish 
it from the vowel and diacritical points 8. 

3. The reader will see indicated on the margin of our 
specimen several of the shorter or so-called Ammonian Sections, 
with the reference to their proper Canons. The division of 
the Gospels into larger sections (of which there are in Matt. 
22, in Mark 13, in Luke 23, in John 20) is also so frequent 
as to form a feature of ancient Peshitto MSS. They are often 
enumerated on a double system,—singly for each Evangelist, 
consecutively from I to LXXVIII throughout the four 

1 See p. 91, and notes, below. 

? Of this MS. an excellent facsimile will be found in Cat, Syr. MSS. Brit. 
Mus., Pt. iii. Plate XIIT. Of the Jacobite Vatican Massora Wiseman gives 


a facsimile in Horae Syrtacae, which he says was ‘summa cura delineatum '— 
p. 181. 


* Modern editors have for the most part neglected the Rukaka and Qushaya. 
An exception is that most carefully-edited book, Bernstein’s Das Heilige 
Evangelium des Johannes in Harklensischer Uebersetzung, 1853. These points 
are marked in the same author’s Lexicon Chrestomathiae Kirschianae accom- 
modatum, and are well treated by Nestle in the course of his Syriac Grammar 
(tr. Kennedy )—indeed the materials are sufficient for a future edition of the 
Peshitto, and perhaps of some other works. There are a few doubtful cases, 
especially in words of foreign derivation, as, e.g. *a,, which in Ferrarius 
(Nom. Syr.) and Bernstein (Lericon) is se, but in Bernstein’s St. John 
(Vorbericht xv) is sq; also in assimilation of letters—cf. Duval sec. 111 
andn. On JlKU/ and JLAs/, see Néldeke, p. 84. 
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Gospels. The Pauline Epistles were also divided into fifty-five 
Sectiones Mayores, and the Acts (to which the three Catholic 
Epistles were constantly appended, and the four documents 
treated as one book) into thirty-two sections. 

4. The specimen shows that Rubrics a prima manu are found 
in some MSS. The practice of the scribes was very arbitrary, 
except in those few codices which are rubricated throughout 
the text. In many MSS. rubrics, and other divisions, on more 
than one system, are added on the margin by different later 
hands. Besides the formal sections, the text is often inter- 
rupted in the best MSS., where the sense requires a break; 
and these paragraphs are often made with much judgment?. 

5. In all Syriac MSS., even our most ancient codices, the 
words are invariably written separately, and not continuously 
as in the old Hebrew, Greek, and Latin codices and in- 
scriptions. With this arrangement, and the simplicity of the 
Syriac constructions, a complicated system of interpunction is 
unnecessary. In the oldest copies a short sentence is ter- 
minated by [.], subsidiary to which is [+]. Occasionally in 
some MSS. [.] over or under the last letter is used, like a 
Hebrew disjunctive accent, and is less than a comma’, The 
shorter (Ammonian) section is terminated by [¢] often in red: 


1 Other less common and more modern divisions are mentioned in Brit. Mus. 
Cat. Syr. MSS. i. pp. 49 col. b, 54 col. b, §6 col. b, 78 col. b, etc. The divisions 
in Widmanstadt are nearly equivalent to those in Cod. Crawf. IJ. The Nes- 
torian Massoretic MS., fol. 303 b, reckons 165 }sw, (Sections) in the New 


Testament, which corresponds to the Gospels 78, Paul 55, Acts and Cath. Epp. 
32, mentioned above. 

3 Dr. I. H. Hall, American Journal of Society of Biblical Literature, 1882, 
p. 9, thinks that in the Beirit codex of N. T. (Gospels Heraclean, rest 
Peshitto) the double dot frequently only follows the slope of the final letter, 
and is (%) or (2) or (3) without difference of meaning: also that the single dot 
often does duty for the double, its companion having been absorbed in the 
preceding letter, or omitted. His codex was described by Dr. Ceriani as 
ninth century Jacobite. Whether the Professor’s explanation be generally true 
or not, certainly this style of punctuation prevailed in all early Peshitto MSS. 
with which I am acquainted (see facsimile of Cod. Vatic., a.D. 548, Stud. 
Bib. ii). Sometimes also a dot seems to be employed as an accent, but not 
regularly or consistently. While the consonantal text was accurately repro- 
duced, a degree of license was allowed in points and paragraphs. 

VOL. III. G 
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the paragraph by . 0 ¢0 ., and the like. [-:] as subsidiary to 
[-] is rare, and [%] does not occur in the oldest MSS. We 
find also [*_] = [?] and «— = [1]. 

The variants which occur in the passage under consider- 
ation may be classified as follows :— 


1, Clerical errors. (1) osaa, v.45. To the same cause are no 
doubt due (2) the erasure in Cod. 12 at v. 32, (3) the alterations 
in Cod. 18 at v. 43, (4) possibly the loss of the \\ before -SSaN, 
Ve 44. 

2. Differences of writing. (5) So or Ssa», v. 32; (6) yaod or 
yas, v. 36, though the latter was by the Nestorians pointed ya} ; 
(7) wdaqbe or daqhe, v. 32; (8) sodas or scoadad, V. 353 
(9) jasc with or without mark of interrogation where it is 
implied in the context, vv. 46, 47; (10) Lb? 3320/7 or Lio, both 
pronounced dmarnd, v. 32, etc. ; probably also (11) yohu/ eno 
or yOhunms, v. 46, oho? edhe or oN, v. 47; (12) those 
variations of prauio/ which relate to spelling rather than to 
pronunciation. 

3. Differences of pronunciation. The Nestorian forms (13) a9, 
Vv. 32, etc.; also (a=, V: 33; ete. 5 wore and daw, v. 40; (14) 
yXxGs0, v. 33, and 6 for o in other forms here and below; (15) 
orolh, v. 34, etc.; also filo, v. 45; (16) Jot, (half-vowel of 
preposition retained—so with o and \ below), v. 34, etc.; (17) 
praid/, v. 35; (18) ew; Vv. 37, Sno, v. 48; (19) Lpn/, Vv. 39; 
(20) WES, v. 45; (21) 0Ge, v. 483; possibly also (22) sx{h/, v. 31°, 

1 It is admitted that some of the differences which the different vowel- 
marks indicate may be slight, but in view of the care exercised by the Syriac 
schools to preserve the orthography and with it the orthoepy of their 
grammatical forms, it would be unreasonable to deny that a distinct sound 
was proper to each vowel mark of both the Eastern and the Western systems. 
How far these distinctions were observed in popular speech is not the question 


here, In literature there are cases where —. (which usually corresponds to —_) 
represents ~_ , for which the Nestorian sign is commonly —; = is sometimes 
expressed by w, sometimes by —; while © (= 6) and © (= Q) are not always 
distinguished amongst the Jacobites, both being usually expressed by the 
diphthongal mark £-, Such variations represent dialectic differences. Forms 
which were pronounced differently, and therefore provided with different signs, 
in one dialect, might be pronounced alike, and therefore furnished with the 
same sound-mark in the orthography of the other dialect. See Syrische Gram- 
matik (Néldeke, 1880), §§ 42-50; Nestle’s Syr. Gr, (Kennedy) § 6 ¢, d; 
Grammaire Syriaque (Duval), pp. 73f. and Introd. iii, and works there cited. 
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etc.; (23) the unelided o» of Sch. & W., v.35. To these must be 
added (11), if it be allowed that after the termination es— the 
? of the pronoun (which is very often written in the oldest MSS.) 
was pronounced with ” (as Schaaf), and not elided }, 

4. Differences of text? (24) the omission of gwo=gquicunque, 
v. 32; (25) the singular for the plural, v. 33; (26) 9=<ére orat. 
rect. added, v. 34; (27) Jes=wnwm omitted, v. 36; (28) o/ or ofo, 
also or and also, v.40; (29) in v. 42, the reading of Cod. 10, which 
if not a conflation, or a redundancy, would give the variation eum 
ne td [quod petit] prohibeas for ne prohibeas eum ; (30) the omis- 
sion of b>, =vult, v. 423; (31) the addition of La,a\s=antiquis, 
v, 43- If (4) does not belong to class 1, it must be added here 
because the \, though inexpressible in English, more distinctly 
marks the objective case. 


To sum up :—In 18 verses we may count 31 distinct varia- 
tions by noting every minute difference of letter or of point ® ; 
but of these 31, only g (the sum total of all which can possibly 
be gathered into class 4) affect even remotely the sense or 
grammar of the Syriac. Of these 9 (26) and if it belongs 
here (4) have no relation to the Greek archetype, for the 9 of 
(26), and the Ss of (4), are used quite arbitrarily in Syriac. 
Of the remaining 7, (25) (27) (28) (29) (30) for lack of support 
cannot be treated as Various Readings properly so called*. (31) 


1 On the pronunciation of the pronoun in combination with the participle see 
Noldeke, op. cit., §§ 42, 43, and Manddische Grammatik, §175 a; Duval, § 183; 
Nestle, § 19 a. On the union of prepositions with initial N , see Nestle, § 17 b, 
and examples in our specimen of Massorah. 

* The distinction between the instances which belong to classes 3 and 4 
is real, though in some cases minute. In a language like Syriac the letters 
might be pronounced differently—i.e. written with different vowel-marks— 
and yet the same meaning conveyed. If a different pronunciation denotes a 
different meaning, or grammatical form, the word will belong to class 4, but 
this does not seem to be the case with any of the instances given above in 
class 3. 

® We confine ourselves to variations which actually occur in our MSS. and 
editions based on MSS., without regarding Grammars and Lexicons. A dif- 
ferent calculation might alter the sum, but would not touch our argument. 

* Many (so-called) Various Readings are mere errors and impossible forms. 
It is the duty of the collator to record every such variation which he finds, 
however minute, however apparently trivial. It is well that they should 
be exhibited in the larger critical editions; the student is then placed in the 
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must be rejected for the same reason ; but we shall see farther 
on that it is interesting from another point of view. Thus 
out of the 31, only one (24) can claim recognition as a true 
variant. The alternatives seem to be related to the differences 
in the Greek copies, and to have arisen from the attempt 
to conform certain MSS. to a recognized Greek text. 

The result which we have arrived at is striking and signi- 
ficant. We find hardly a trace of ‘the several successive 
revisions’ to which it is supposed the Syriac vernacular New 
Testament was subjected ; rather does it present itself in our 
copies in a perfected and matured condition. If the ‘revisions’ 
ever really took place, time has swept away nearly all the 
chips and shavings of the work. 

Our passage occurs in the Curetonian: it will be con- 
venient to print it separately as follows ! :— 


ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48 


according to the Curetonian ; the parts in which it is identical 
with the Peshitto being printed in Maronite type, those in 
which it differs from the Peshitto in Estrangela. 


same position as the editor; he can judge of the character of the documents 
for himself, and see on what plan the revised text has been constructed. But 
the larger part by far of these variants are mistakes of scribes (Variae 
Lectiones [C. G. Cobet, 1873], Praef. xxvii-lx). If the question be approached 
with common sense, and not under the influence of some theory of textual 
criticism, it is impossible to imagine that such palpable faults can have been 
found in the archetype, after the copy had been made ready for publication, 
or for transmission as a letter (Scrivener, op. cit., p. 565). But (2) the case is 
different where not one or éwo copies, but a majority of witnesses, credible 
for weight and number and representatives of widespread tradition, conspire 
to attest a reading, which is @ priori improbable. That reading must be 
received into the text, and all others may be rejected. But (3) there are 
also cases where the evidence is conflicting, and where witnesses, both 
numerous and respectable, support different, but possible, readings. In such 
cases, although one reading may be finally adopted, the others deserve to be 
remembered, and these are ‘ Various Readings properly so called.’ 
1 From Dr. Cureton’s edition: we have not been able to examine the MS. 
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Non WAI SN RK alk) Jean eer aoll/ ™ 
els ohh! Jens pax [om. Sor] (aad lu) sso ew? Lb? 
Saaz Qoo cal BAD A000 STAN, cals. 4rd 
eA fo pdS wwollly ohswe ool” @ dle, TA Jone 
andmnase Lisa Adhd lew toars cha tort 
ADOC wi Caamaios yaad MIT o? LL) ™ 
Isilo wi ara ® Jod!s ard caamzaan fw Ij 
saletarts rel Ako woddas Kewl vo farce LY 
ehsoll yr i> wilaca 8 sd fads? co ohn? Sal 
Jasnco? Jerucoe Jew Jus o> padmad hu/ una Ilr A\=n 
so) eo? ET pyro Wo el wl yooh Joon, MP8? lean o/ 
Jus ada fuse solhle phssaa! © 0600 bas go uh. 
Nacad \awaok ly yoo Ly) sso w? Lo) Jam @dw func 
[om. @/] oS *luo/ [om. bns009] ya2 Sd x Jno? go W) fers 
Ane oS wana -pirlao ana yAd Ons? ho? qeo ” ary, 
Asse casan Aichs wi TNT eo yfasiso of 
word or yd Vhag BI” parted gail Foran Qs [om po] 
rane ps0fh!s ehauna & wworardol, I yiso ey) EY) lo, eso 
yaad bi) aso! et bi sgaop dont atmo yorias put 
em! Se ary, [om Bo ansse] .casas sss AaweNs 
oo nest oral? woaLs ooorks lun? * .aad NS 
so Lilo Sx orgs Mawo fa5 Sdo JAg Ss cperae uno? 
ais yao awe? em) oh! qacnnnd iam, vf 6 as 
erle de ea 2008.59 AS A IAG 2 AAT A 
Jo V wanhrassl, 00 jus .paxds yoaialy boda ohu/ 
[om. hv! ] Sus 000 # © OO wan PELACD rA19 o/ 
.00 wie, masy cocsl? bios! Jee, 
In this passage there are at least 28 variations from the 


Peshitto in its best form: if account be taken of single ~ 
: jro/ and o 2. Curetun (I know not why) enclosed in [ J. 
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words tather than of the context, the number of changes will 
be greater. Of these only four, in vv. 33, 34, 35) 43 (and the 
last alone is a reading of any interest) find direct support in 
any old Peshitto MS. We do not approach much nearer to the 
Curetonian by adopting the readings of the MSS. written the 
nearest to the date of Add. 14,451. An exception is at v. 42, 
where the Curetonian agrees with the oldest Peshitto MSS. 
against the text of Widmanstadt. 

The resemblances between the Curetonian and the Peshitto 
have been fully noticed by other writers, chiefly in order to 
establish the descent of the latter from the former!. Isolated 
passages may be adduced in evidence of greater or less 
similarity. The problem is to account for the many di- 
vergences. Whatever be the relative dates of the two 
Versions, the above passage is alone sufficient to exhibit the 
width of the gulf which lies between them ?. 


VI. 


The late Philip Pusey used to say ® that there were distinct 
traces of a revision of the Peshitto made about the time when 


1 Although Dr. Scrivener does not hold this view, yet his specimens (Plain 
Introduction, pp. 335-7, ed. 1883) perhaps suggest more of resemblance 
between the Peshitto and the Curetonian than is, on the whole, the case. On 
the other hand the differences in our specimens somewhat exceed the average 
number, 

4 See the lucid summary of the controversy given by the scholarly author 
(E. Miller) of 4 Guide to Textual Criticism of the N. T., p. 740. Objection 
has justly been taken on palaeographical grounds to the Abbé Martin’s date 
for Add. 14,451. There is good reason to believe that the date usually 
assigned to this MS. is substantially correct. It was therefore written before 
Codex Bezae, but, since no one supposes that this type of Greek text came into 
existence with the codex which now exhibits it, the Abbé’s main contention 
that Add. 14,451 was assimilated to the cod. D type, is not disproved by a 
difference of opinion as to the time when Add. 14,451 was written. 

3 Suddenly called from the theological studies which had been the solace of 
a life of weakness and suffering, he left no written record of any matured plan 
for the revision of the Peshitto. He had made an important collection of 
various readings, with some notes and observations on the peculiarities of the 
copies which he had examined. I have also a distinct recollection of more than 
one conversation, in the course of which I learned what were his opinions about 
the extant text of the Peshitto, and what were his plans for the revised edition 
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Add. 14,448 (p. 53, above) was written, but that such revision 
extended only to the grammatical forms. This was his 
conclusion as the result of much study of Peshitto New 
Testament MSS. How careful he was in his collations, his 
note-books and papers will show! And his judgment on the 
nature of the revision I most emphatically confirm. The MSS. 
of the Eastern School, of which the one above named is a 
valuable and early specimen, began to assume their distinctive 
form during the seventh century. With this type of text 
agrees that which is extant in such a distinctively late 
Jacobite MS. as the Crawford IT (p. 54, above), and the Jacobite 
and Maronite copies from which the editio princeps of Wid- 
manstadt was printed'. The text was slightly modernized ” 


which he had long contemplated. It will be to me most gratifying if I am 
able to rescue from oblivion, and offer for the use of the Church, some of the 
results of the labours of one whose piety and singleness of purpose made hini 
very dear to his friends. 

' See Studia Biblica, ii. pp. 267-9. 

3 My learned friend the Rev. Richard Hooper, Rector of Upton, Berks, whose 
readiness to make others partakers of his abundant erudition is known to all 
who have the privilege of his acquaintance, has called my attention to an 
illustrative passage in Winterton’s Poetae Minores Graect. In the Annotations, 
commenting on the var. lect. A?’ for 5) in Hes. ’Epy. i. 2, he refers to the 
Nov. Test. ed. Aldin. (taken from the first edition of Erasmus), which he says 
he had thought was an edition omnium longe corruptissimam, but further 
study had convinced him that nearly all the errors were due to differences 
in pronunciation; and he tells in confirmation a story of the mistakes which 
occurred in an attempted conversation between himself and a modern Greek, 
Whether varr. lectt. in Greek MSS. and early prints arose thus, or not, 
certainly Peshitto MSS. did not suffer from the disadvantage of being copied 
by scribes to whom Syriac was a foreign tongue, Still not a few variations 
which resemble some of those quoted above may be referred to the different 
pronunciations of different districts. The marvel is that they are not more 
numerous, Even a book like the English Authorized Version, printed with 
precautions which are popularly supposed to preserve it immaculate, exhibite 
to-day many variations from the editio princeps. In comparing our passage 
above Matt. v. 27 f., and on to vi, 23, a8 it is printed in an ordinary Bible, with 
the reproduction of the Authorized Version of 1611, published by the Clarendon 
Press in 1833, I find the following differences at least :—v. 30 from thee: for] 
from thee. For; 33 thyself] Thy self; 35 Hierusalem; 47 do ye] do you; 
vi. 1 doest thine] doest thine; 10 <¢ ts] it is (and yet italics occur in places in 
the old edition) ; 19 and 20 thorow. In v. 29 old edition has ete, but in vi. 22 
eye. There are also many variations of spelling such as adulterie, othes, etc. 
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by the adoption of such modifications in form and spelling as 
those which are collected in classes 2 and 3 out of our 
specimen given above. During this period those differences 
of pronunciation were noted and fixed which are recorded in 
the Massoretic works of East and West. Individual pos- 
sessors of particular codices, as in the case of Cod. 81, corrected 
their copies to some slight extent in accordance with what 
was deemed the better type in their own neighbourhood ?. 
Thus arose the few variants which are found, and such as 
have been noted in our specimen. But it should be carefully 
observed that these are not exclusively, or even commonly, 
adaptations to the Greek as we know it. In the specimen 
there are eight differences which deserve the name of various 
readings. All of these may in theory represent readings of 
ancient Greek codices; but if we confine our observations to 
existing facts, only in the one place of v. 32 do we discover an 
evident conformation of some Syriac codices to a particular 
Greek text*®. The relations between Cod. 7 in v. 36, and 
Cod. 10 in v. 42, and certain ancient variants, are very 
doubtful. In v. 43 Cod. 25 appears to have altered to the 
Curetonian. But these phenomena are precisely those we 
expect to encounter; what excites surprise is that they occur 
so seldom. And this is the more remarkable when we 


A detailed examination has been made by Dr. Scrivener in The English Bible 
of 1611 and its Reprints (cf. Text of the English Bible considered, J. Turton, 
1833). Still after taking account of every difference it would be a misrepre- 
sentation to say that the English Bible has been modernized; and just as few 
alterations, in fact fewer, crept into the Peshitto during centuries of tran- 
scription. 

1 Page 72, above. 

3 A remarkable instance is the Cod. Add. 14,456 Brit. Mus. Cat. i. pp. 55-57, 
an eighth century Tetraevangelium, which abounds in marginal readings from 
the Heraclean and elsewhere, with Massoretic notes, and even actual altera- 
tions of the text. But this is an exceptional case, and by its singularity proves 
the general unwillingness of the Syrians to permit alterations in their Bibles. 
The Curetonian has also been altered; but then there is no evidence that that 
MS. was at any time considered to be a representative of a legitimate text. 

8 Another case is that of the ‘Cologne MS.,’ now Cod. 1198 in Cat. Codd. 
Orientt. Bib. Acam. Lugduno-Batavae (de Goeje), v. pp. 64-67; see also 
Stud, Bib, ii. p. 267. 
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remember the prevalence of the Philoxeno-Heraclean, and its 
influence as shown by the frequent entry of its readings on 
the margins of Peshitto Codices!. The ancient Syrians 
were not unacquainted with other forms of text; that they 
‘systematically revised’ their ancient version in accordance 
with one or more of such forms has yet to be proved; and the 
proof cannot be educed by cross-examination of the oldest 
witnesses to the Peshitto. 

It may be said that Cureton’s Syriac is related to 
the Peshitto in the same way that the latter is to the 
Philoxeno-Heraclean revision. This is certainly not true 
of the Curetonian in its present form. If, for example, 
we collate the Peshitto and Curetonian, in the specimen 
passage already given, we find that in many verses the 
language is so divergent that comparison is impracticable. 
If we turn to other passages we discover that often the 
‘ peculiarities of the Curetonian bear a greater resemblance 
to the later than to the earlier Peshitto readings. The 
present, however, is not the occasion for setting out this 
argument at length?. It is freely admitted that in in- 
vestigations of this nature conclusions are provisional, Our 
opinion of the antiquity of the Peshitto would of course be 
modified by the discovery of other documents, and clear 

1 It has been justly remarked (Stud. Bib. ii., note by W.S., p. 272) that 
[the criticism of the ancients] ‘is not of such a kind that we can accept their 
verdicts without revision.’ It is precisely because textual criticism was not 
exercised in the scriptorium that the Syriac exemplar is so valuable to the 
modern critic. We take our stand on the position already assumed (p. 66) 
that ancient codices represent texts older than their vellum leaves, and if we 
cannot obtain a pure text of the ancient Syriac Version through its oldest 
MSS., we may despair of textual criticism altogether. Yet, in spite of the lack 
of full and ancient diplomatic evidence (cf. Cobet, op. cit., Praef. xxiv), the ex- 
tant words of an A’schylus or a Tacitus are accepted as in the main authentic, 

2 I have indicated the lines on which this investigation should be pursued 
in Studia Biblica, i. pp. 170-2. The collation of the Curetonian text with the 
(perhaps) oldest extant Peshitto text and with the late type in Widmanstadt 
yields results which some, including Dr. Cureton himself (Preface, lxx-lxxiii), 
would hardly have anticipated. The reader will easily correct a few obvious 


errata in the Syriac in the essay referred to: they do not affect the 
argument. 


a “ 
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evidence of the type of text which was current before 
St. Ephraim’s days. Meanwhile, if we are to borrow terms 
from the West, the Heraclean, and not the Peshitto, is the 
‘Syriac Vulgate, the Peshitto is the ‘Old Syriac, and not 
the Curetonian in its present form. An Ur-Peshitto may 
once have existed, and perhaps it provided the Evangelia 
out of which Tatian constructed his Harmony; but its 
ancient text still waits for the patient investigator or the 
lucky discoverer. For the present we must content our- 
selves with those MSS. in which the Peshitto is 80 
singularly rich, not only in the number of the copies, 
but also in their intrinsic value, their great antiquity, 
and the independence of their testimony. Meanwhile, it is 
certainly premature to treat Cureton’s MS. as the basis 
of the Peshitto, and to quote it habitually as ‘the Old 
Syriac1.’ That term might fitly be applied to so much of 
the text of the Curetonian as could be shown to be older 
than the Peshitto text; but to apply it without reserve to 
the text of Add. 14,451 is to beg the question ?. 


VII. 


In applying the materials of our apparatus criticus, it will 
be found that a not inconsiderable number of corrections of 
Widmanstadt’s text may be made without hesitation upon 


1 ¢In [the Curetonian codex] the national version is preserved approximately 
in its Old, or unrevised state. Westcott and Hort, p. 136. But Bickell says: 
—‘ Neque tamen et in ipso textu Curetoniano desunt lectiones sequiores, textu 
recepto [i.e. the Peshitto] interdum originales tuente;’ Conspect. Ret Syrr. 
Lit. p. 8. 

2 Lachmann (Nov. Test. Gr. et Lat. 1832, i. p. xxiv) said:—‘ Nobis autem 
quid prodesset Syrorum linguam didicisse, antiquissimis et fide dignis veteris 
interpretationis codicibus nondum, ad eum modum quo nos Latinos distinximus, 
segregatis et in lucem protractis ?’ The pages of the editions will show how 
far editors have been of the same mind with Lachmann, how far also they 
have attempted to distinguish between earlier and later readings. And, unless 
the latter consideration be kept in view, students who depend on Baethgen’s 
interesting and useful Hvangelienfragmente may be led to erroneous conclu- 
sions, 
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the unanimous verdict of the ancient authorities’. In many 
other cases the choice will lie between the readings of the two 
great classes of Syriac Biblical codices*, Here, for the 
reasons stated on p. 72 above, we give the preference to the 
(so-called) Jacobite reading. But each case must be judged 
on its own merits %. 

The vocalisation of the consonants presents a more difficult 
problem *. We know from the Massorah what vowel-points 
and aspirations were in use amongst the Jacobites, and amongst 
the Nestorians, nine hundred years ago, but it is not certain 
that either of these dialects exactly represents the pronunciation 
of at least six centuries earlier ®, and of the district in which 
the Peshitto had its birth® But, as a practical question, the 
editor must choose either the Eastern or the Western systems. 
To go behind these is impossible until further information 
has been obtained. An eclectic system of vocalization would 
be arbitrary and unreasonable’. 


1 For example in our specimen passage (pp. 74-8) we restore lo ? = qui vult 
in v. 42 on the authority of the ancient codices, and adopt the older forms 
dou he V. 32, y&s> Vv. 36, oh / erste Vv. 47. 

2 Instances of differences between the two classes have been given on 
pp. 68-71. 

3 A remarkable instance is found in Mark xvi. 14, where Widmanstadt has 
HODILRA = ois FH5exa, but the MSS. sad eud = 70's Evdexa, and there 
is no variation in the Greek. On the principle of obedience to ancient MS. 
evidence we should read ¢€a>.qua, but on that of the durior lectio sadIhX, 
for no scribe who knew the gospel history would purposely alter eleven to 
twelve after the suicide of Judas; but the change of twelve to eleven is con- 
ceivable of men who were such careful harmonists as the Syrians.—See Stud. 
Bib. ii. p. 263. 

“ See Wichelhaus, op. cit., pp. 233-5. 

5 Assemani (Bib. Orient. iii, 2. pp. 377 seq.), referring to words of Bar 
Hebraeus in his Chronicon Syriacum, contends that the Eastern pronunciation 
represents an older and purer form. He remarks that place names are of 
Eastern vocalization, and so pronounced in the West also. 

The Nestorian Massorah is certainly much more elaborated than the 
Jacobite, and their vowel system fuller and more complete, approaching nearer 
to the perfection of the Jewish orthography. 

5 Perhaps, however, the difference between the Sermo Hdessenus and the 
Sermo Nestorianus (Bar Heb. Gram., ed. Bertheau) was rather of pronunciation 
than of dialect. See the editor’s Annotationes, pp. 91-7. 

7 The signs of the sounds were sometimes interchanged and used in com- 
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And the question, although full of interest to the gram- 
marian, is of minor importance to the theologian; for the 
value of the Peshitto to exegesis, and as part of our apparatus 
criticus of the New Testament, depends on the eonsonants, 
and on the grammar as determined by the diacritical points, 
and is rarely, if ever, affected by the particular vowels em- 
ployed by the Eastern and Western Schools and their 
respective pronunciations !. 


bination, as in the Editio Widmanstadiana—from the MS., of course. The 
Preface to Bar Ali’s Lericon, edited from the Gotha MS. (a.p. 1577) by 
G. Hoffmann (Syrisch-Arabische Glossen, Bd. I, 1874), shows a similar 
mixture, sometimes a duplication, of signs, with occasional confusion (cf. Duval, 
Gr. p. 77) of the vowels themselves. The mixed system was noticed by 
Wright, Cat. B. M. Pref. p. xxxi. 

1 Of even less importance in Peshitto criticism are varieties of dialect which 
do not come within the range of the two chief branches of Syriac. Remains 
of these have been collected from the native Glossaries by Larsow, De 
Dialectorum Ling. Syr. Reliquits. For supposed survivals of the (so-called) 
Palestinian dialect see J. Ferrette in Journal of Royal Asiatic Soctety, 1863, 
and Néldeke in Zeit. d. Morgen. Gesellsch., xxi, 1867. 


of the Peshitto New Testament. 93 


SPECIMENS OF THE SYRIAC MASSORAH. 
ACTS XIX. 4o—XXIIL 1. 


I. 
NEsTORIAN RecENsION, From Cop. Mus. Brrr. App. 12,138. 


you) 2aajo auf do 6. IRS De pag bhafo Fol. 272 v. 
Or It? os ao Jeosl aw! yesh! ied 


Liu) foes grees anos .. Jil? SaSod 
“wdorpeile oJRukne gto iisi> eo? ‘ods ASaco | — 
Pew? a ee Towa dsch gsr “odpuaniso 


Mimo gor MSdhSfo Jie “Lose 
“L cease Br wamnSor{s “moanoas 8 Ji) CIOS FQ. Gla... 
yt eo ead w? che odoin ros 

5 gD Ldsper bwaing ..Jitdpdsr JK. d oY. ota: 
‘loo oko » 3-0 -S0/ ‘Teast che erento 
Teds Mddato? Joo oma? pe loidtos 

eer Vgc *waol? *JisoN as 1 oo DMLAO 

Jos .waroSr coo dss So eho col, 

qt po Liars og Ni] po od Joo p29 rg 

seid Mba Scdsoeds .ethlo rucdooh ed cmidas 

ch! Lie! boots ‘echo JH Mudd *Nao0d 

TS 6yscns0d Nbso 2 aNaSihd grado *erdsidr* Fol. 273 7 
ELSA EO two hires 2 Joo 

hms Ilo jisj od. dams hos Lirou/ 

{GaN Ipole obs SiN Joo wide prs 

+ Jkonth Ne *Lisillo Lica S Miso *rqcas po 


= @hinnesd Bday vmod Jlotxd.co Jods? Loads 


retin 


94 The Materials for the Criticism 


Lincs pre chicos bu] --0/ "Lo? “bacro 
gel evemlo TS *poacaro Lirero “Ras 'harasr 
eS go “Aad: Masmalo “uyod “prafe 
yaad bye5? Mesh: du] Gado sede, 
ead "Jul “rocco lic Njwo ..Jhaadoo 
vo Jknspr GNuaiseo ,firvsatr *hsac 
* Ascomio/ farace luod a> ar ol? 
vo? “cqerroto Nerd “hiss Ld Ngo 
wet wadSse “SpassaNo ..idads [45 Lisaw 
Heute SSI bees 8 coauardo ..edes 
“eek! ‘bel bdotng LL Hoan RolLil 
Me ergsso “*enfid 6 JULES eh wo 17.0696 
Mies piodad Ea “wdisa0 los Ls | 
BlaNS oS Joo Mil nem eh Liam ello ” 
9 "(BBO ods doo eaiwe ™. oid} Saniwod 
f sete ESS0 ste MARSA "THe "LES 
Y ind] Joo ome} ide Bsad.07 Shas 
,omgee ONS prods los, of ji? 
ees mo} i WV 200 .hnners tomy sie 
> Sa amiss Joo “ameap eS "Aso } 
bao! Jie “eens Le? Sodas solide 5 
g. 1 ote? >! 20005 Kil asi [rao Z you) - : 
I Nape Spe ..faarwe ex “\oosass hy] ado 
lo La ittlo od co LS whores 
By iGonndad adie? gol INES) “Words 
+ snake qe dais. ee cision G2 de] SD 
tots asf wile Lisian opslly fodps 
wm, 990 Owes .biaar boas ofr p00 


19lLYY 4 


O uae Oo 


ica 


of the Peshitto New Testament. 95 


JRisws Limo? wmamicorpds cod oly 
L Suto EX wed Po? 909 qt wo" Fol. 273 v. 
Vee odge sendoly Wecdaad ashe 

Joo QLiaws sod dSads GX 90 ed? 

eosso Tiaso “cise tooo 

oo Pee pr woe) <— fun’ SoaSs Soo 

en. 230 Bes vow ds Cia squisole 2000 erdS0 

ho? we Rules ong SOw? od L/ 

p00 ..adanr 290. + bu5 29 66 hud Kissa oS| } | 

oo 40d Joo SY wr Luliarcr crm 

ef bis tpwlo .fsi? Sa Kyo 

pre So Se gems SDohky exvlo .. ors 

KS Spies Buwope) Te pdohe ys “Pasko 

pris whe .uuf NELE ..990 Cass 

we o/ Sod “unr Buel’ JXsxas o20 

woouicheole o207 Jog galbsd p06 — 

ohio waded coartmnr 1-90 ory 


d00 7 qogems0g Soo ? * tebe no 20 FS NS ae 
hinsoe Ss SN ooo coo wrens f 


Loris “sobs p90 7. ley “Jrcetat 2906 
CN Ws Hf Socs Jimtne? oN 82 pn 50 fi 


“ 0 


ay 


Jissdod Mil ud d/o bo] par Lis "onli 
we fKonoords ohmic Mig (aia's bo? do? 
SX co L.wSdors2 Od 2m LS ZSno Nad o 
Joo 15, «hs gael Jwatso ¢ Joo ee a 
Phone h—6 vo lisse tlie *oprd 
Nua wy) sohiOcee woaS®& ooo coh? 


96 The Materials for the Criticism 
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JACOBITE REcENSION, FRoM Cop. Mus. Brrr. App. 7183. 
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The preceding specimens! are exhibited with as near an 
approach to facsimile as can be obtained in this way. By the 
use of print instead of photography, the Nestorian specimen 
has been set out in a style more convenient for the student ?, 
although no marks have been omitted or changed. Every 
word in it which also occurs in the shorter Jacobite recension 
is numbered for reference. As far as possible the position and 
slope of dots and lines has been retained, but in a few places of 
the Jacobite specimen, the printer found it necessary to reverse 
the situation of the vowel mark. The Maronite type does 
not, of course, bear much resemblance either to the Nestorian 
Estrangela of Add. 12,138, or to the later and Jacobite hand 
of Add. 7183; but ordinary Estrangela would hardly have 
afforded a better representation, and would have required an 
inconvenient amount of space. The latter consideration was 
also a serious objection to the use of facsimile plates. 

In the Nestorian MS. the points of Rukaka and Quehaya 
are expressed by fine dots, in the Jacobite by red dots of 
larger size. In the specimens these points are represented by 
very fine dots, set somewhat to the right of the begadhkephath 
letter. The medial pronunciation of © in the Jacobite 
Massorah is represented, as in the MS., by a point within the 
letter—e.g. word 38, kSanm.o/. The vowel mark “* has 
been discarded, as having no place in the MS., and ’, ’, sepa- 
rately, or the diphthong ”, are used, exactly as in the 
original: in word 17 will be found another diphthong ”. 
The Nestorian scribe used red for his reference marks, repre- 
sented in print by ‘, and the same colour for the marks 
+ +, p.93, bot., for the o 0, and 11; p. 94, top, and for some of 
the enclosures of the glosses. Occasionally in the text a red 
dot, printed °, is found in place of a black. From a Note 


1 Professor Ndldeke, the eminent Orientalist of Strasburg, has corresponded 
with my colleague, Dr. Bezold, about these specimens, and has favoured us 
with some valuable notes and suggestions, which I now acknowledge, with 
hearty thanks. Some of these are combined with my own remarks on the 
Massoretic text ; some are quoted in full below. 

2 Besides the difficulties which the characters present to the reader who is 
not familiar with MSS. of various epochs, the lines are sometimes so close 
together that the dots under one word are almost confused with those above 
the word below. 
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appended to the codex itself, it appears that by colour, as well 
as by underlining or overlining the dots, a distinction was 
made between the vowels and accents of different critics. Yet 
as word 13 is marked with a black dot, and the same 
word four lines above with a red; the second word of ]. 9 
with *, but word 51 with °; it would seem that in some 
cases the choice of colour and form for marks was somewhat 
arbitrary. The red dot on ew? third word, last line but two, 
Pp. 94, may indicate a varia /ectio in the passage, for the qo? 
is omitted in some Peshitto MSS. 

Many words or syllables are without any vowel marks, and 
many legadkephath letters without their Rukaka or Qushaya, 
These are cases where they would be easily understood by the 
reader. To many words, in addition to the vowels, diacritical 
and accentual dots are affixed. The purpose of some of these 
marks is not always obvious, and the work of the scribe is not 
entirely free from errors. On p. 93, last line but two, szol9 is 
written without the diacritical point on $; on p. 94,1. 4, aado 
stands for Ss, the context being So +ohue/ ; and there are 
other cases of inconsistency or carelessness ; but the correction 
of these, and the full explanation of the different kinds of 
dots 1, must be reserved for a critical edition of the Massorah. 

Linea occultans does not occur; the — is Mehagyana ; ~ is 
Marhetana, and is sometimes virtually a dznea occultans, as in 
words 59, 60, to be pronouneed together as G’hellan. At the 
end of a word this mark is a kind of Nagoda, slurring the last 
syllable of the preceding word to the first of the following. 

We do not add here, as before, translations of the Syniac, 
because the Massoretic text is hardly of interest, except to the 
Syriac reader. For example, the first three lines only represent 
as much as follows of the text of Schaaf:—et tumultuati sine 
causa—et consolatus est eos, ac osculatus est eos—et quum cir- 
cuisset regiones illas—venit in Graeciam regionem—et egressi 
sunt cum eo usque in Asiam, etc., the whole of v. 3 being 
omitted. At cap. xx. 28 (p. 94, 1. 6) the words are given—et 
toti gregi, in quem constituit vos Spiritus Sanctus episcopos— 


1 Many of the accentual marks in MSS, of the Peshitto are liturgical in 
origin. ‘The “Singsang ” in the Syriac churches is of no more value to the 
linguist than is that of the Synagogues.’-—Ndldeke. 
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then there is a gap tov. 31. This is a decisive instance of the 
real value of the Massoretic text. While replete with inform- 
ation about vowels and accents, it may often be a blank in 
places where evidence is sought about an important reading. 


The Glosses and other Marginal Notes. 


P. 93, right hand. ay =ootg, ie. elide, the letters J and 
@— referring to word 5, and the next word.. So below, 
and on next page, ‘elide L;’ word 84, ‘elide o.’ 


P. 93, left hand. The first gloss refers to lrcol), and indicates 
that the initial / is mute, so that the word is to be read 
lis’yé, not l’as’y&. Therefore it does not follow the ordinary 
rule of Nestorian pronunciation of forms with initial / and 
prefixed preposition, such as haSJ (word 43)=T’elphi, 
but in the Jacobite Recension LaX|! = lelph&i—cf. p. 83, 
n. I. Both here and below (word 13) the mehagyana 
indicates the prolonged pronunciation As’yd, or Asijd, not 
Asya ; while the (.) under the final J (cf. Jitcorco/, 1, 10) 
is perhaps a kind of mappig, to ensure a full pronunciation 
of the last letter. 


«aco? appears not to be an abbreviation, in spite of the . 
after it (cf. oye, and, p. 94, Jem), but the tmper. Aph. of 
adso—‘take up,’ ‘prolong,’ the 7, and pronounce Gaéios; 
compare the vocalization in the Jacobite recension. The 
Opposite is noted below with reference to word 26—do not 
prolong the «, a8 the Jacobites who say (aDdaoeh>, 
but pronounce Batroghlion. ‘The Jacobite has q, against 
the rule, for y is regularly « soft.’—Ndldeke. 


In the second word of line 9 w is to be read like J, 
Madgedhond’é, ‘In such cases the Nestorians often write 


sé pfs, with J, often in red, over the u.’—N, 


P. 94, right hand. The first gloss is almost illegible. It looks 
like 3 y, and undoubtedly refers to the word \aado. 
Perhaps $) is an abbreviation for some accent. The initial 
» ought by rule to be 5, and perhaps the scribe desired to 
call attention to this reading in his copy, but did not wish 
to correct it—another illustration of that textual conser- 
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vatism which we have already noticed’ (see pp. 88, n. 2, 
89, n. 1). 

The word numbered 51 is to be pronounced with o=u— 
Keipros*. 

The words numbered 59, 60, have already been noticed in con- 


nection with the marhetana. The additional direction is 
given that one nun only is to be read. 


P. 94, left hand. ue o ‘pronounce,’ ‘put vowel to,’ i.e. read 
Lys.0/ as aktrzeth, not akr’zeth. The gloss emphasizes the 
mehagyana, which is sometimes written without adding 
wo Instances occur below of both practices. 


P. 95, right hand. Put the accent Nisha to the word .90. 


The word ,90 with the accent Rethma; the next word to be 
read metheshed not meth’ shed. 


The Nestorian pronunciation of Jesus*, [sh4°, not Yeshi, as the 
Westerns, will be found on p. 93, last line. In the margins 
are noted sections XIX, XX, XXI, of the thirty-two (cf. 
p. 81 above) into which the Acts and Catholic Ejistles were 
divided. 

The Jacobite Recension contains nothing in our specimen which 
calls for special remark. There is only one gloss, referring 
to word 85, which is quoted from Acts xxii. 25, and it 
directs to read the verse interrogatively. 


1 My courteous correspondent, Professor Guidi, writes :—‘ Credo che il noto 
luogo debba leggersi $), y © sia abbreviazione di wil La.03, vale a dire 
che in \QQ59 sono due rukkékh’; V’anomalia dells pronuncia con due 
rukkakha 3 stata ragione che cid siasi specialmente notato.’ 

2 ‘This remark is interesting. The Greek uv has troubled Syriac writers. 
The Jakobites have, as a rule, vocalised it as ’ ; and s0 also ot, which was then 
pronounced exactly like v. But, as they could not well pronounce the sound # 
in the form in question, they mostly put !, The Nestorians write either 
© oro. I had hitherto thought that the latter is meant for ew, or some- 
thing like it, but I see from the above gloss that it is simply +. Of course 
they did not write 9, for that would have been pronounced u. Some of the 
later Nestorians misunderstood this spelling ; so «ivy8uvos became first x«vvdvos, 
then wate 0.0, then wainwas, and now-a-days the Nestorians say 
q@wandinos ! ’—Ndldeke. 


* See Drei Nestorianische Kirchenlieder (Haneberg) in Zeit. d. Morgenl. 
Gesellsch. iii. p. 231. 
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THE NUMBERING OF THE MSS. OF THE 
APPARATUS CRITICUS. 


My collaborator, P. E. Pusey, was accustomed to distinguish 
the MSS. which he collated by letters, and some notes which 
he left suggest that he intended to arrange a series in order 
of merit, employing the Greek and English alphabets in 
combination. But the plan is not clearly defined, and such a 
series would necessarily be temporary, and would depend on 
individual opinion of the value of codices and their relations to 
one another. It has seemed to me therefore that it would be 
better to adopt a simple arithmetical order, which involves no 
assumptions, and will allow of indefinite expansion without 
requiring the alteration of any symbol already in use. I have 
retained the numbers which I had already given to the MSS. 
I have collated. They do not indicate any precedence in value 
or antiquity, but were assigned as each codex in succession 
chanced to come under examination. The next set are the 
MSS. collated by my departed friend, numbered in the order 
in which he had lettered them. The remaining numbers 
indicate other MSS. which I have used through the help of 
different collators, and which in some cases are quoted on the 
authority of printed books. I have made a further selection 
of readings from some of P. E. Pusey’s MSS., and have to 
acknowledge assistance in my own work?; but without going 
into particulars, the responsibility may be apportioned as 
follows :— 


1-12 are the MSS. collated by G. H. Gwilliam. 


13-35 are P, E. Pusey’s MSS., the readings of which are 
quoted on his authority. About half of these MSS. he 
had collated thoroughly, the remainder in important 


passages. 


1 See p. 73, D. 2. 
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36-40 five MSS. for the readings of which we are indebted 
to other collators. 


On a similar plan the Massoretic codices (for the evidence of 
which Dr. Bezold is responsible) are numbered Mas. 1, 2, ete. 

Dr. Gwynn, in his edition of the Antilegomena (p. 54 n., 
- above) has so numbered his MSS, that his cod. 12 is the same 
as our 12—the only MS. common to his series and ours !. 


' Dr. Scrivener (Introduction, ch. ii. sec. 1) has pointed out how defective 
and misleading is the notation of Greek New Testament MSS., but the attempt 
to amend the system would now be attended with still greater inconveniences, 
and therefore it is much to be regretted that in Proleg. in Nov. Test. Tischend. 
(iii. pp. 792-800) Dr. Gregory has assigned to the Cursives other numerals 
than those by which they have been known for many years to all textnal 
critics. 

I venture to express the hope that in Syriac Biblical criticism the simple 
system which I have adopted may be followed. Thus in the New Testament 
we might have Pesh. 1, 2, 3, etc.; Dr. Gwynn’s MSS. might be known as 
Antileg. 1, 2, 3, etc. ; in the edition of the Revised Syriac, for which we have 
been waiting many years, we should have Harkl.1, 2, 3, etc.; and if here- 
after other MSS. should be found to contain a text like that of Add. 14,451 
(Cureton 1), they might be called Cur. 2, 3, etc. A similar system would be 
desirable for the Syriac Old Testament. 
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INDEX OF THOSE SYRIAC CODICES 


WHICH ARE QUOTED BY NUMERALS IN THE PRECEDING PAGES. 


a = Londinensis Additionalis . -. 17,116, saec. vi 


= ” ” 14,404, y Vi 

= a 5 14,460, A.D. 600 

= or 3 17,114, saec. vi aut vii 
Io = +5 - 17,115, » Vi 
11 = CrawfordianusI ‘ i ; . jy. WI 
12 = ‘5 II. ; ; ‘ . 9) Xi aut xii 
13 = Londinensis Additionalis . - 14,454, 5, Vi aut vii 
14= ” ” 14,453, » Vaut vi 
Hm oy ” fol 66, \,, i 
16 = = ‘ 7,157, 4.D. 768 
17 = $3 4 14,470, saec. V aut vi 
18 = 5 5 17,117, » Vaut vi 
20 = . - 12,137, ,, Viaut vii 
a1 = ys - 14,449 4, Viaut vii 
23 = ' is 17,113, 4, Viaut vii 
wen faite 
35 = ” ” 14,463, x9 Vii 


26 = Florentinus . ; : ; ‘ . A.D. 586 
32 = Londinensis Additionalis . . 14,471, 4, 615 


33 = ” ” 14,448, », 699 aut 700 
36 = Oxoniensis Dawkinsianus III . ‘ . saec, ix 
40 = Vaticanus ‘ : . ; ; . A.D. 548 


Each of these twenty-three MSS, is here distinguished by the number which 
will be appropriated to it hereafter in the critical revision of the Peshitto New 
Testament. 
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ITI. 
. The Eastern and Western types of text compared, 
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SYNOPSIS. 


. Diplomatic evidence for the Peshitto text : 


A. Dated MS. copies, pp. 50-3. 
B. Undated MSS. of fifth and sixth centuries, and 
others, pp. 53-5. 
C. The Urumiah edition of the ancient Nestorian 
text, pp. 55-6. 
The Syriac Massorah : 
1. List of Massoretic MSS., pp. 57-9. 
2. Versio Karkaphensis—iis origin and its home, 
pp. 60-3. 
3. The place of the Massorah in Peshitto criticism, 
Pp. 64-5. 
Versions from the Syriac, p. 65. Quotations, pp. 65-7. 


pp. 68-72. 


- Various Readings in copies of the Peshitto, their 


extent and significance, pp. 72-9 and 82-4. 
Points, divisions, punctuation, pp. 78-82. 
The Curetonian, pp. 84-6, and 89-90. 


VI. Revisions of the Peshitto New Testament in the Syrian 


Church, pp. 86-9.. 


VII. Use of existing materials for a critical edition of the 


Peshitto, pp. 90-2. 
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AN EXAMINATION OF 
THE NEW TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS 
OF EPHREM SYRUS. 


[F. H. Woops. | 


THE recent discovery, if we may call it so, of Ephrem’s 
Commentary on the Diatessaron has raised, or reopened, 
several questions of great importance to the critical student 
of the Canon and Text of the New Testament. Such are the 
relations borne by the Syriac writers of the fourth century, 
Aphraates and Ephrem, (1) to the two Syriac Versions, the 
Curetonian and the Peshitto, (2) to Tatian’s Diatessaron. 
Of the first, the Curetonian is now generally believed to be 
a fragment of the original Syriac Version, and the Peshitto 
merely a later recension of the same, influenced, as has been 
pointed out, by what are technically called Syrian readings 
(see Westcott and Hort, Jnér. 214). Thus while the Cure- 
tonian is closely allied to D, the Peshitto presents a mixed 
text allied on the one side to D, and on the other to A. The 
text of the Diatessaron can only be imperfectly, and with 
great uncertainty, reconstructed from the works of those 
writers who are believed to quote from it. The principal work 
of this kind is Ephrem’s Commentary on the Diatessaron. 
But unfortunately it is not always easy to distinguish the com- 
mentary from the text commented on; moreover, the work is 


1 For the contrary opinion that the Peshitto represents the original Syriac 
version, and the Curetonian a much later recension, see M. Abbé Martin’s 
work, Introduction a la Critique textuelle, pp. 104-127 and 166-168. 
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only preserved in an Armenian Version, and scholars have, for 
the most part, to depend upon a Latin translation even of that. 
Further difficulties in determining these questions arise from 
the fragmentary character of the Curetonian, and the paucity 
of passages quoted both by Ephrem and Aphraates. 

This paper is only a small contribution towards solving the 
problems in question’. The accompanying Table gives a 
collation of the New Testament quotations found in the three 
Syriac volumes (iv—vi) of the folio edition of Ephrem’s works 
(Rome, 1732-34), and in Bickell’s edition of the Carmina, with 
the Peshitto text of Widmanstadt. Only such passages are 
intentionally omitted which, being of the nature of allusions 
rather than quotations, are no proof of the text used by 
Ephrem. The quotations, it is only fair to state, have not 
been gathered by reading through the Syriac text, but by 
using the marginal references, or noting the passages printed 
in italics in the Latin translation, and only enough of 
the context has been read to make the way in which the 
passages were quoted perfectly intelligible. As the Latin 
translation is notoriously inaccurate, and the marginal refer- 
ences are sometimes wrongly given, it is very probable that 
some quotations have been missed. On the other hand, a 
few not marked as quotations in that edition have been met 
with accidentally and added to the list; so that it may be 
considered complete enough for all practical purposes. I have, 
besides, collated the quotations, wherever possible, with the 
Curetonian, Aphraates, and, where they seriously differed from 
the Peshitto, with the Diatessaron. The readings of the 
latter are from the Latin translation of Ephrem’s Com- 
mentary as found in Zahn’s Forschungen, II. 1. I have not 
included the quotations of the works of Ephrem preserved 
only in Greek, and contained in vols. i-ii of the folio 

1 The general conclusions have been already given in an additional note 
appended to Mr. Gwilliam’s paper on ‘a Syriac Biblical MS.’ in Studia Biblica, 
vol. i. pp. 173, 4. But that note, drawn up from rough notes at a time when 


the MS. containing the collation of Ephrem’s quotations was unfortunately 
mislaid, hardly does full justice to the deviations from the Peshitto. 
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edition; because the Greek translator is certain, either con- 
sciously or unconsciously, to have been influenced by the 
Greek text of the New Testament. 

It is well to point out that we have to contend in an 
exaggerated form with the difficulties attaching more or less 
to all patristic quotations. Ephrem seems very generally to 
have quoted from memory: he interweaves quotations with 
his own comments: he combines passages together, especially 
parallel passages from the Gospels: he even arbitrarily alters 
words or sentences by way of paraphrase. We have a 
characteristic example of such a paraphrastic quotation in 
vol. vi. p. 407 C, D, where the reference is to Luke vii. 44-47. 
It runs as follows:—‘O Simon, I entered into thine house, 
said our Lord to the Pharisee, and thou didst not wash 
(bxqe/) my feet with water, but she by (p>) the tears of 
her eyes washed (Aa>,) my feet as she wept; and the hair of 
her head in truth instead of a towel she gave me. Thou didst 
not anoint me, O Simon, this was [too] troublesome (J ie ) 
for thee,’ ete. etc. Again, in quoting Matt. xxiv. 42 (see 
Table) he alters .aos0 to Jes, thus making the passage 
‘ye know not at what time death cometh;’ and yet this is 
prefaced by the words coapmhS woo sof ‘our Lord 
said to His Disciples.” Similarly, in John vi. 40, frawwy jroo. 
‘the day of Resurrection’ is substituted for Liu) lsoa. ‘the 
last day.’ In such cases there is no question of a various 
reading. That Ephrem thus freely treated the texts he 
quoted, though obvious enough in itself, is placed beyond all 
doubt by the fact that he frequently quotes the same passages 
variously in different places, as e.g. Luke i. 33, which in 
Ephr. v. 216 4 is in perfect agreement with the Peshitto, but 
in iv. 404 C varies considerably from it. (See also in Table, 
Matt. iii. 17, xxv. 41, Luke i. 34, xi. 2, xvii. 21, John xi. 52, 
I Cor. vii. 31, Eph. ii. 14.) 

Even a cursory glance at the Table makes it quite evident 
that Ephrem in the main used the Peshitto text. Roughly 
speaking, out of 168 quotations from the New Testament, 
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43 agree exactly with that Version. Though some of them 
are very short, others are of a considerable length, extending 
to a verse or more (see Table, Luke i. 73-75, John vii. 38, 
Acts vii. 52, Rom. viil. 26, 27, 1 Cor. x. 6, Eph. ii. 5, 6), and 
the number would be nearly doubled if we ignored such slight 
variations as all quotations are liable to. That some of these 
exact quotations should be quoted again with variations from 
the Peshitto really strengthens the argument, because they 
prove the great freedom which Ephrem allowed himself. 

We have now to consider whether the variations in the 
rest can always be accounted for on the hypothesis of free 
quotation or paraphrase!, This is clearly the case even in some 
passages which differ very considerably from the Peshitto, as 
in the paraphrase of Matt. xi. 28, 29 in Ephr. vi. 372 8, which 
runs as follows :—‘ Come unto ME, crieth thy love, O ye that 
labour in vain and are with [lit. in] heavy burdens and 
wearied with lusts, learn of ME rest, and obtain of ME 
gentleness. My yoke is easy if ye will, and My burden 
exceeding light.’ Here it is obvious enough that we have 
a rhetorical and homiletical expansion of the Peshitto text. 

But in other cases the explanation is not so simple. Some- 
times the same passages are quoted more than once with the 
same variations from the Peshitto. The quotations of Rom. 
v. 20 are a remarkable instance of this. Here we have in a 
short passage at least five distinct variations from the 
Peshitto, and the two quotations, be it observed, stand far 
apart in distinct collections of Sermons. It is not likely 
therefore that Ephrem inadvertently copied his own quotation 
in mistake for the original. Now it will be seen that the 
passage as it stands in Ephrem is certainly as good a trans- 
lation of the Greek (weer Kw ig L? is a more forcible render- 


1 Abbé Martin, pp. 38, 39, 126, accounts for the variations from the Peshitto 
by maintaining that Ephrem wrote ‘for the most part’ in metre, usually in 
lines of seven syllables; but if so, it is difficult to explain the long exact quo- 
tations from the Peshitto which we sometimes find. Certainly the rules of 
metre must have been very elastic. It is unfortunate that we are not definitely 
told which of the commentaries (if not all) have this metrical form. 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 109 


ing of srepeneplocevcey than )sho1/), and has not the least 
appearance of being a paraphrase 1. 

We also find several other quotations in Ephrem which 
have all the appearance of being different translations of the 
Greek text. These are of two kinds, (a) those where, as 
probably in Rom. v. 20, the quotation represents merely a 
different rendering of the same Greek words; (4) where it 
points to a different reading of the Greek text. 

(2) The first cannot always be determined with certainty, 
especially when the quotations are synonymous with the 
Peshitto, as the same variants are capable of being explained 
either as different translations of the Greek, or as arising from 
careless quotation. But where the word or phrase varying 
from the Peshitto more exactly represents the Greek, or gives 
a different explanation of an ambiguous Greek expression, 
there is a strong presumption that the quotation containing 
it is from some source independent of the Peshitto. For 
example, in Ephrem’s quotation of Eph. iv. 3 the three striking 
words of the Peshitto are all replaced by synonyms, of which 
JLasqu at any rate more literally represents the Greek évdrnra 
than Jhaso/. In any case it is hardly likely that Ephrem 
should have forgotten all three expressions, and certainly 
difficult to see why he should have arbitrarily altered them. 
In 2 Cor. vii. 2 we apparently get in wan (Ephr.), ‘ receive 
us, and gosane (Pesh.) ‘bear with us, two different ren- 
derings of the Greek ywpyoare jas. Though the two Syriac 
words resemble each other in look, a false reading in either 
case is extremely improbable, as no variant is actually found 
in any MS. of the Peshitto, and the expression of Ephrem is an 
ancient interpretation of the Greek word found in the Vulgate 
and other early authorities. Indeed the two renderings cor- 
respond very nearly to those of the Authorized Version and 
the Revised Version of our English Bible. The quotation 


1 We have other but less striking examples of passages quoted more than 
once in more or less agreement against the Peshitto in Matt. vii. 7 (Luke xi. 9 b) 
and Eph. ii. 14 (see Table). 
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of Eph. iii. 19 is particularly interesting. Here Widmanstadt 
and other editions of the Peshitto have, in accordance with 
the best MSS. of that version, instead of the forcible words 
riy trepBdAdovaeap Tis yvdoews, the very tame expression JLass 
Jaan ‘the greatness of love.’ The reading of the Cologne 
MS. is hoon JNq22 b05, which is probably one of those late 
adaptations to the Greek, which are characteristic of this 
MS.! On the other hand, Ephrem has, what is clearly 
another and more exact rendering of the Greek phrase, 
J&%—e go pie. The first word is evidently intended to bring 
out the force of tmép, and the expression is free from the 
constructional ambiguity of the reading of the Peshitto MSS. 

(6) We have several cases in which the quotations in Ephrem 
seem to point to a different reading of the Greek text from that 
attested by the Peshitto. Thus in the quotation of Luke ii. 52, 
Ephrem supports coglq xat 7Acxlq, the ordinary and by far the 
best attested reading ; whereas 7Atxla xat codlg is that of both 
the Peshitto and the Curetonian, as well as of a few Western 
authorities. Ephrem’s quotation of 2 Cor. v. 21 has @Nv= 
trép judy. This is found in all (?) extant Greek MSS.; but 
the Peshitto supports the variant dzép tuév. Similarly in 
his quotation of Gal. v. 22 Ephrem supports the singular 
xaprés, whereas the Peshitto has |e=xapmol (see note in 
Table). In Ephrem iv. 5118, we have in the sentence, ‘ Now 
Christ was crucified without the gate of Jerusalem,’ what 
appears to be an allusion to éw ris miAns énade, in Heb. 
xili.12. It is true that in Ephrem the Old Testament parallel 
to Christ is not, as in Hebrews, the victim sacrificed outside 
the camp, but the innocent Naboth, who was taken out of the 
city and stoned. But the stress of the argument in both cases 
lies on the word ‘ outside,’ and there is no other passage in the 
New Testament in which any special importance is attached to 


1 Iam indebted to the Rev. G. H, Gwilliam, Fellow of Hertford College, 
for kindly supplying me with this and other useful information, especially 
about the Syriac MSS. of the Peshitto. I have attached the initials G. H. G. 
in the Table to statements made upon his authority. I gladly avail myself of 
this opportunity of acknowledging my obligations. 
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the fact that Christ’s crucifixion took place outside Jerusalem. 
Now the Peshitto of Hebrews has not ‘outside the gate,’ 
but Ju go sa ‘outside the city. As a matter of fact 
the form of the expression in the Peshitto would have better 
suited the parallel which Ephrem is drawing, because it comes 
more nearly to that in 1 Kings xxi. 13, in which Naboth is 
said to have been taken Jkus0 gx +S ‘outside the city,’ which 
is synonymous With JKis_% go sa of Hebrews. It would not 
be wise to lay too much stress upon what might, after all, be 
only a coincidence; but taken with the other examples it is 
certainly significant. 

We have possibly two other examples of the same kind in 
the quotations from Luke i. 75 and Acts v. 41. But in the 
first the addition of the word corresponding to xal dixcacoovyn, 
though not found in Widmanstadt, is supported by the MSS. 
of the Peshitto, and it is most probable that Widmanstadt 
omitted it by error. In the second passage the reading 
dvdpatt avrod is only found in Origen and in a few other 
authorities ; moreover, the alteration is so natural, and similar 
alterations of the passage so common, that probably it was 
quite independent on Ephrem’s part. 

Our inquiry so far proves that Ephrem had access either to 
a complete text of the New Testament, or at least a collection 
of passages quite independent of the Peshitto: but whether 
in Greek or Syriac is not as yet shown. If we now compare 
Ephrem’s quotations with the Curetonian, we shall find only 
a few instances in which the deviations from the Peshitto 
approach that version. When a quotation differs from the 
Peshitto we usually find the two versions in agreement, and 
when not so, that they both differ in various ways from the 
quotation, Again, where in a passage quoted the Curetonian 
differs from the Peshitto, the quotation is usually found to agree 
with the latter (as e.g. Matt. v, 44, x1.14, John v. 22). In the 
few cases in which there is some agreement between the quo- 
tation and the Curetonian against the Peshitto, there is often 
some still more striking disagreement in the same passage. 
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To take them separately. In Matt. iii. 17 and xvii. 5 the 
Curetonian reads, for jasau (Pesh.) ‘ beloved,’ wa.avo ‘and my 
beloved.’ So that the passage curiously runs ‘thou art (this 
is) my Son and my beloved.’ So Ephrem quotes in v. go D; 
but the rest of the clause in his quotation agrees neither with 
the Curetonian nor the Peshitto, but is paraphrased from 
Isa. xiii. 1; and where, in iv. 357 D, Ephrem again quotes 
the passage, it agrees with the Peshitto. The last might 
conceivably be a quotation out of the Curetonian (here de- 
ficient) of the parallels in St. Mark or St. Luke, where the 
reading may have been Jasaw, but this is hardly likely. 
The next passage we have to refer to is Matt. v. 39 || Luke 
vi. 29 a. Ephrem’s quotation is in practical agreement with 
the Curetonian; but it may also be explained as a combina- 
tion of St. Matthew and St. Luke. The question mainly 
depends upon whether the Curetonian in St. Matthew read 
lua? or 40 (as Pesh. in St. Luke), the original word in the 
MS. being now illegible. However, the fact that Aphraates 
quotes exactly as Ephrem makes it on the whole probable 
that they are both quoting, directly or indirectly, from the 
Curetonian. The case is particularly complicated, because 
the Curetonian of Matt. v. .39 corresponds to a Greek 
variant, and is in fact a Western reading. It is pos- 
sible, therefore, that Ephrem may have obtained it from 
the same source as some of the other variants already 
noticed!. In Ephrem’s quotation of Matt. xvi. 26 || Mark 
vi. 36 || Luke ix. 25 there is an agreement with the Cure- 
tonian (Luke) in the use of shls: but, as this word may 
naturally have occurred to him from the second clause, it is 
not of much weight. In his quotation of Matt. xxi. 38, it is 
more probable, from the order of the words, that & ‘for us’ came 
from the parallel Mark xii. 7, than from 2, which we find in 
the Curetonian of St. Matthew. Ephrem’s quotation of Luke 
x. 24 agrees with the Curetonian, but no great stress can 


* Tt should be observed, however, that Ephrem opposes the Western text 
in Luke ii. 52. 
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be laid upon such a slight and natural change of order. 
In Luke xiv. 31 we get in Ephrem’s quotation what appears 
to be a conflation of Peshitto and Curetonian readings. 
Here érépo is translated in the Curetonian quite literally by 
lu 07, whereas the Peshitto has oza~ ‘his neighbour. Ephrem 
combines the two. But the most remarkable agreement 
with the Curetonian is in the quotation of John i. 3. It 
will be seen that it agrees with that version in all the three 
points in which the latter differs from the Peshitto. Some 
objection might be raised about the third. It might be 
said that Ephrem cuts his quotation short at Loo, or that 
it is uncritical to lay too much stress upon what is, after 
all, only a difference of punctuation. But considered in 
connexion with the two other points of agreement and the 
divided state of textual authorities upon this passage, the 
omission becomes significant. A partial agreement with the 
Curetonian of John v. 22 will be noticed further on. The 
quotations which have been discussed, are sufficient to prove 
that the Curetonian had some, though a slight and perhaps 
indirect, influence on the quotations of Ephrem. 

A comparison of Ephrem’s quotations with Aphraates is 
not always easy, because the latter also treats the New Testa- 
ment with very great freedom. It is very possible, therefore, 
that small agreements between the two against the Peshitto 
may be only coincidences. <A further difficulty lies in the 
fact that the number of passages which both happen to quote 
in common is very small. But we can at least safely say that 
there is but very slight evidence of any deviation in Ephrem 
from the Peshitto in this direction. We generally find that 
when one of these writers’ quotations differs from the Peshitto, 
the other agrees. In other cases they both disagree in different 
ways. We have, for instance, in Matt. xxv. 34-40, a long 
passage which is quoted, or perhaps we should say para- 
phrased, by both. Here the variations of Ephrem from the 
Peshitto are very numerous; and yet only one, and that a 
very insignificant one, is found in Aphraates. In fact the 
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variations of both are natural enough, if we regard the first 
as a loose memoriter quotation, the latter as a compressed 
paraphrase of the Peshitto. We will take the other quotations 
containing agreements with Aphraates against the Peshitto 
in their order. In quoting Matt. v. 4 both combine Luke 
vi. 21, 80 far at any rate as to make a separate beatitude 
for the ‘mourners’ (Ji>/) and the ‘weepers’ (wa>); but en- 
tirely disagree in the language of these beatitudes, which in 
both writers has striking peculiarities. In the first, as given 
by Aphraates, the word ,a@eohy ‘shall be supplicated’ is 
clearly, as Dr. Zahn has pointed out (Forsch. II. ii. 16), a 
different rendering of the Greek aapaxAnOyjcovra. In Mait. 
y. 39 the agreement with Aphraates may possibly have 
arisen from a similar combination of Matthew and Luke; 
but the fact that it is apparently so found, as has been already 
pointed out, in the Curetonian, and probably also in the 
Diatessaron, makes this improbable. Matt. xxv. 41 is twice 
quoted by Ephrem and once by Aphraates, and all three 
quotations agree in omitting the word pSs\y» ‘eternal’ 
after Jia». ‘fire,’ This can hardly be accidental. The same 
may be said also of the agreement of Ephrem with Aphra- 
ates In the insertion of osaS in John i. 34. Unfortunately 
the Curetonian is here partly defective. The quotations of 
John v. 22 are again interesting. Aphraates twice quotes 
this passage in exact agreement with the Curetonian, which 
compared with the Peshitto has ‘ will give’ for ‘hath given.’ 
Moreover the verb is different, and in a different order, and 
there is also a difference of order at the beginning of the 
verse. In this latter respect only the quotation of Ephrem 
agrees. In John xiv. 27 Ephrem and Aphraates agree in 
adding «\ ‘my’ after huNa ‘peace ;’ but the addition is 
very natural, especially by Aphraates, who only gives the 
first clause. In quoting 1 Cor. xv. 53, both writers make a 
similar transposition ; the words ‘ mortal’ and ‘immortality ’ 
being placed in the first clause, ‘corruptible’ and ‘incor- 
ruption’ in the second; but the actual language of the two 
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does not quite agree. The reading of lsoo ‘and this’ 
found in Aphraates, and nearly agreeing with Ephrem, is 
most probably the true reading of the Peshitto. In 2 Cor. 
v. 21 the reading by Aphraates of AS }-s, synonymous but 
not agreeing with «@\~ of Ephrem, and=Greek izép yar, 
would almost seem to point to an error in the Peshitto text 
(=tzép judy), but that no variants are actually found. 

On the other hand, it is important to notice that there are 
some very remarkable readings found in the quotations of 
Aphraates, which do not appear in the quotations of the same 
passages by Ephrem. Two of them, in the quotations of 
Matt. v. 4, John v. 22, have already been noticed: but there 
are others equally significant. For example, Aphraates thrice 
quotes 1 Cor. iii. 16 with the variant Jw.exs ‘Christ’ for the 
first Jo? ‘God.’ He must therefore have been familiar with 
the text in this form, but Ephrem’s quotation, though it has 
several other variants, agrees in this respeet with the Peshitto. 
Similarly Aphraates twice quotes Eph. ii. 5, 6, and in both 
quotations reads ¢as/ ‘lifted us up’ fer the almost synony- 
mous «of ‘raised us up,’ which is found in Ephrem and 
Peshitto. | 

The evidence for establishing any possible relation between 
the quotations of Ephrem and the Diatessaron is even more 
slight. When we bear in mind that Ephrem’s commentary 
on the Diatessaron is our only certain source of information 
concerning its contents and text‘!, we should naturally have 
expected to find traces of this so-called Harmony in his 
other works. But as a fact we find very few variants from 
the Peshitto according with what appears to be the text 
of the Diatessaron. That in Ephrem’s quotation of Matt. 
v. 39 has already been noticed. Ephrem also quotes Matt. 


1 Tt is true that Dr. Zahn and his followers maintain that all the quotations 
of Aphraates are from the Diatessaron. I have already in a review of Dr. 
Bert’s translation of Aphraates in the Classical Review of December, 1889, 
ventured to give the reasons why this opinion seems to me to rest on insuffi- 
cient evidence, and it is not necessary for my pregent purpose to repeat them, 
as that question does not affect the main arguments of this paper. 
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xv. 27 without the singular addition of qwo ‘and live,’ 
which is found both in the Peshitto and Curetonian, but not 
apparently in the Diatessaron. But this may reasonably be 
classed with those other variants of Ephrem which accord 
with the Greek text against the Peshitto: or it may be right, 
on the other hand, to regard the quotation as stopping at the 
word \oows0? ‘of their masters.’ We find the same uncertainty 
in Ephrem’s first quotation of Luke 11. 34, which runs, ‘is set 
for the fall and rise?.’ The use of this expression without any 
further limitation is certainly curious. Now in the translation 
of the Commentary on the Diatessaron (see Zahn, II. ii. § 4) 
we have Ecce hic stat in ruinam et in resurrectionem et in signum 
contradictionis, and Ephrem’s comment shows that this is not 
an abbreviation, but a real variant. It seems likely therefore 
that we have in this quotation an omission of the words ‘of 
many in Israel,’ influenced by the Diatessaron. The division 
of the sentences between the third and fourth verses of John i, 
which we find apparently in Ephrem and certainly in the 
Curetonian, seems also to be borne out by the Diatessaron ; 
but here either the Curetonian or possibly some Greek text 
may be responsible for the variant. 

The results of our inquiry may be thus summarised. The 
quotations of Ephrem may be considered under three heads :— 
(1) Those which are in exact or practical agreement with the 
Peshitto, or at any rate give us no ground for supposing that 
he used any other text. (2) Those which bear some relation 
to an extra-Peshitto Syriac text. (3) Those which point 
directly, or indirectly, but not through the medium of the 
Peshitto, to some Greek text. 

(1) Of the first class, which comprises the great bulk of 
Ephrem’s quotations, nothing more need be said. (2) The 
second class may be considered, I think, as proving an 
acquaintance on Ephrem’s part with pre-Peshitto readings. 
For though there is a considerable difference of opinion on 
the part of Syriac scholars about the exact relations between 


1 The second agrees partially with the Peshitto. 
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the Curetonian, the Diatessaron, and Aphraates, it seems 
pretty clear that they all represent a text, in part, at least, 
more ancient than the Peshitto. These quotations may be 
explained in two ways: either Ephrem was himself acquainted 
with some earlier Syriac text in addition to the Peshitto, or 
that revision of the earlier Syriac text which constituted the 
Peshitto was not absolutely complete in his time. The 
reverse argument, that the Peshitto text, as we now know 
it, was definitely fixed and authoritative in the Church of 
Edessa, because it was the text used by Ephrem, seems there- 
fore to require some modification. 

(3) The third class of readings, though they carry us 
beyond the original purpose of this paper, are the most inter- 
esting, because the evidence they furnish is the most com- 
plete. Whence, we naturally ask, did Ephrem obtain these 
readings? Two alternative answers at once suggest them- 
selves. (a2) He may have found them in some revised Syriac 
text, or at any rate in a Syriac text approximating, in 
some cases at least, more closely to the Greek than either to 
the Peshitto or the Curetonian. But there is no independent 
evidence of the existence of such a Syriac version at this 
time. (4) The facts would be equally well accounted for if we 
supposed that in certain passages variants corresponding to the 
Greek, or else the actual readings of the Greek, were known 
to him. As Dr. Zahn (Forsch. II. i. p. 59) has pointed out, 
he makes distinct reference to the Greek Text in his com- 
mentary on the Old Testament, and also in his commentary 
on the Diatessaron. That he does not in the latter by the 
‘Greek’ mean the Peshitto, an explanation suggested by 
Zahn as at least possible, seems proved by his instancing 
éxAl6n as the reading of the Greek Text of John ii. I in- 
stead of éxA7j6n, whereas the latter is read by the Peshitto’. 
It seems therefore most natural to suppose that he knew at 
any rate enough Greek for the purpose of comparing texts. 
But the alternative explanation which Dr. Zahn proposes is 


1 Graecus scribit recubuit et defecit vinum, Zahn, Forsch. II. ii. § 12. 
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equally possible, namely, that he availed himself of the 
labours of some Graeco-Syriac scholar; or, possibly, possessed 
a MS. of the Peshitto, in which the variant Greek readings 
in a Syriac dress were placed in the margin, much in the 
same way, in fact, as the variants of the Old and New 
Testament are sometimes given in English in our Revised 
Version. There is evidence of constant intercourse be- 
tween the Greek and Syrian Christians both at Antioch and 
Edessa, at any rate at a period rather later than this!; 
and it is impossible that variants between the Peshitto and 
Greek text should have failed to attract notice. Indeed 
it was probably the existence of such differences which 
had already caused the revision of the ancient Curetonian. 
Some knowledge of the Greek Text seems further proved 
by the one unmistakeable allusion to the Apocalypse (v. I. 
See also 1 Thess, v. 2 in Table). If Graeco-Syriac scholars 
were not contented with the Canon of the Peshitto, it is not 
surprising that they should not have been always contented 
with the Syriac text. Whether it was directly or indirectly 
that Ephrem obtained from some Greek text these variants 
is a matter of small consequence, but it is important to show 
that such variants were known and sometimes preferred by 
a Syniac writer of the fourth century. 


ADDITIONAL NOTE. 


No attempt has been made in this paper to deal with the 
quotations of Aphraates, except so far as they bear upon those 
of Ephrem. The same questions as before arise with regard 
to Aphraates. Was the source of those free quotations and 
adaptations, with which his Homilies are so frequently inter- 
woven, the Peshitto, the Curetonian, or the Diatessaron? The 
first alternative was that adopted by Dr. Wright, and was con- 
firmed with very exhaustive arguments by Abbé Martin. The 
second has found able advocates in Germany; but the third is 
that which, under the influence of Dr. Zahn and his followers, 


1 See on this point the paper by the Rev. G. H. Gwilliam on the Syriac 
Eusebian Canons in Studia Biblica, vol. ii. p. 265. 
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may be said now to hold the field in that country. It is admitted, 
however, that the text of the Diatessaron, considered apart from its 
complex structure, must have rather closely resembled that of the 
Curetonian, which in their view holds an intermediate place 
between the Diatessaron and the Peshitto. Abbé Martin, as in 
the case of Ephrem, accounts for the extreme freedom of quotation 
on the part of Aphraates, and the amount of variation from the 
Peshitto, by the supposition that he wrote in metre, in this case a 
very complicated metre (see p. 128). But we may safely say at 
least this much, that, when we can compare the three together, 
the quotations of Aphraates do generally, as a fact, approximate 
far more closely to the Curetonian than to the Peshitto. We see 
this clearly in the examples of the three given by Abbé Martin on 
p. 118, and again on pp. 189, 190. The last are from Matt. vi. 
1921, xi, 28-30, xviii. 15-17, xxil. 28-30, Luke xii. 18—20. 
If we calculate the number of variants between the two versions 
in these passages, we shall find that in ten cases Aphraates sup- 
ports the reading of the Peshitto, but in as many as twenty-four 
that of the Curetonian. But the numbers here given do not convey 
the full force of the argument, because the points of agreement 
with the Curetonian are generally of more importance than those 
with the Peshitto. For example, in Matt. vi. 19 we find the most 
singular addition by the Curetonian of the words \\aso and the 
omission of JLo{o (Spaexs) both confirmed by Aphraates, so that the 
sentence runs, ‘the place where the moth falleth and corrupteth.’ 
Again in Luke xii. 19 both Aphraates and the Curetonian have 
oes 30/0 ‘and he said to his soul,’ instead of the Peshitto read- 
ing waasd gsolo ‘and I will say to my soul.’ Abbé Martin indeed 
makes this last an argument for dating the Curetonian later than 
Aphraates. He argues that this reading was an intentional altera- 
tion of the Peshitto text by Aphraates, due to the way in which it 
is introduced, ‘When he had heaped up much produce from his 
land, he said;’ but that in the Curetonian it is forced and difficult 
to explain unless derived from Aphraates. He therefore suggests 
that the Curetonian may represent a revision made partly from 
Aphraates. But it may be fairly replied that the Curetonian read- 
ing, which may be simply a dapsus calami, does at least make fair 
sense; and that, after all, the quotation of Aphraates equally 
spoils the parable, according to which the rich man died before he 
could actually congratulate himself on his goods Jaid up for many 
years. 
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QUOTATIONS FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT IN 
EPHREM SYRUS COMPARED WITH 
THE PESHITTO, ETC. 


Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 


Matt. i11. 8 
Luke iii. 8a 


Matt. ii. 17 
Xvi. 5, 
ef. Mark i. 11 
Luke til. 22 


Matt. v.8 & 4, 
cf. also Luke 
vi. 21 


Matt. v. 18 
Sor bop 


Joow. Therest 
of the verse is 


paraphrased 
Matt. v. 28 


—J nw 
ase 


References 


to Ephrem | variations from Peshitto 


and Bickell’s (Widmanstadt). 


Carmina. 


vi. 383 B | om. Snow and \ and 


aa] transposed to 
aie: ple 
lV. 357 D | no varr, 


for hasaw, varied 
for haag,/; ua ae | 
(from Is. xlii. 1) 
vi. 473 D | for ommad, hoay (bis) 
for eo? em) 
Wooads, Los 
for (Ohad (QI019, Qohu? 
insert (afterv. 4)laaJo 


v. go D 


Periz 
oo eho (partly from 
Luke vi. 21) 


Iv. 300 C | no varr. 


v. 1740 | for Jug, Jfumod 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks, 


Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. in xvii. 5 agrees with 
Pesh., but in iii. 17 has 
2nd person as in Mark 
1.11, Luke iii. 22, neither 
of which are extantin Cur. 


So Cur. (Matt.) 


Cur. agrees with Pesh., 
but transposes vv. 4 and 
5 with D, etc. So Aph. 
p- 41. Aphraates’ quota- 
tion is very free, but he 
has in ver. 4 the very 
curious \a@aohs ood? 
for yoLShs \wo, and 
somewhat similarly to 
Ephrem he distinguishes 
the blessings on the Jlis/ 
(Matt.) and gaa (Luke). 

So Cur. 


Cur. has for omnes? (, 
od @{b0; and om. pe 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 


I21I 


References 
to Ephrem 
Passages quoted. | folio( Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 
Matt. v. 39 Vv. 1648 
Luke vi. 29 a 
—huso? gx 
Jo eno/ 
Matt. v. 44 Iv. 463 F 
oS, to end of 
verse 
cf. Lukevi.28 
Matt. vi. g | vi.641 
Jsaas? a>/ 
and I20ana 
toendofverse 
cf. Luke xi. 
2,4 
Matt. vi. 34 v. 81B 
— aco V. 342 F 
Oen> — 
Matt. vil. 7 vi. 261, 
Luke xi. 9 b 262 
” 9 Vi. 369 D 
aa a5 
wh2huo 
yoas 
Matt. ix. 2, 
see Lukev. 20 
Matt. ix. 13b | iv. 4904 
Mark ii, 17 
Luke v. 32 
Roh? sxe, I 
to the ry 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


as in Luke but for the 


insertion of ex at the 
beginning (as in Matt.) 


for Ss, @Nw 


for ofp bras/, 2 yo/ 
.. GAA gle, dioaa 


for aco, lads 


paraphrastic combina- 
tion of Matt. and Luke 
though introduced as a 
direct quotation, e. g. 
for yas we V9 hus 8, 


ins. este os, and 
change from rst to 3rd 
person in consequence; 
ins. Jas before 

JlamskX (which last 
word is read with 


Luke) 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


So Aph. 180. Cur. (Matt. 


Vv. 39) agrees very nearly 
with this quotation. Cur. 
(Luke vi. 29) wanting. 
Cf. Diatessaron. Quit per- 
cutit maxillamtuam, por- 
rige ev et alteram partem 
(Forsch. II. ii. § 17). 

Cur. (Matt.) om. goss? 
0 Jegas yaad which 
occurs in both Matt. and 
Luke in Pesh. Cur. 
(Luke) wanting. Aph. 34 
has ,aQa> ,03 

Aph. 37 @fo only 
Cur. (Matt.) has gt! 
ease, Cur. (Luke) gin 
wana, So Aph, 


Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Matt. and Mark in Pesh. 
are identical. Cur.agrees 
with Pesh. in both. Aph. 
385 differs considerably, 
but is equally unlike quo- 
tations. 


Cur. wanting. 


Aph. 150 ,s., and simi- 
lar change to 3rd person. 
Aph. 455 exactly as Pesh. 

Matt., Luke). Pesh. 
ther omits JloasKS 
with best Gk. MSS. Cur. 
wanting. 
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References 
to Ephrem 
Passages quoted.| folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 
Matt. x. 6 V. 279B 
Matt. x. 41a | v1.290E 
Matt. xi. 13, | 1v.287F 
cf. Luke xvi. 
16 


Matt. xi. 14 
ILsas—,/ 

Matt. xi. 28- 
30 

Matt. xi. 29 
—ho/ wns? 


vad > 


Matt. xii. 25 
aad. wo 
2 s00l— 

Matt. xv. 27 
—}A&No 

UO Ctms EE? 

cf. Mk. vii. 28 


Matt. xvi. 2,3 
Luke xii. 5.4- 
56 

Matt. xvi. 18 


Matt. xvi. 22 
ow tO 
end of verse 


V.315D 
vi. 372 B 


v.298 E 


iv. 474 C 


vi. 585 D 


Vv. 320B 


v. 1665 


vi. 618 ¢ 


Variations from Peshitto 


(Widmanstadt). 


om. Kulsehu 


for boss Lat, So 


Jams 


for oa}, oad? 


for Naas, 30.30 


for bias sum, ood, 
nm, aw (cf. St. Luke) 


no varr. 


a homiletical 
phrase 


no valr. 


para- 


for aaXso, JLaaXso 


for edo; 


placed before \co 30? 


for JLol;9, loass® 


om. JsoKo ce ee 
(with Mark vii. 28, 
which is otherwise very 


different) 


a curious mixed para- 


phrase 


for Jeo ys Joos wis, 


Se = 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Aph. 28 has beams odo 
[2aso (combining Matt. 
and Luke) and adds 
Jb asco after ghee Oe, 

Cur. has for aX as, 
esas 


Aph. 119 abridges 28- 
30, corresponding to Pesh. 
but for omissions, among 
them that quoted by 
Ephrem from ver. 29. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. adds sq, but other- 
wise agrees with Pesh. 
In Matt. both Pesh. and 
Cur. add at end gwo, 
which is not found in any 
Gk. Text, nor in Diates- 
saron (Forsch. II. ii. § 37). 
The Philoxenian in Mark 
vii. 28 has Joan;9. 


Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. for Jooks, Jood I. 
Diatessaron, ut hoc factas 
(Forsch. II. 1. § 42). 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 123 


to Ephrem 
Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 


Matt. xvi. 26 
Mark viii. 36 
Luke ix. 25 


Matt. xvil. 5, 
vid. iii, 17 
Matt. xix. 30 
Mark x. 31 


iv. 177 B 


Matt. xx. 18, 


19g WO rg O 
Mark x.33,34 


IV. 522-3 


Matt. xx. 22 | vi.615E 


Mark x. 38 


Matt. xx. 28 
—fasl? o> 
anes 

Matt. xx1. 2, 3, 
see Mk. xi.2,3 

Matt. xxi. 9 
Mark xi. 9 
Luke xix. 38 


Jdte oo yo > 


iv. 440E 


Vi. 211 C 


Matt. xxi. 38 
oLobje—asoy 
cf. Mark xii. 7 
and Luke xx. 

, 14 

Matt. xxi. 41 


iv. 511 A 


Iv. 506 D 


Variations from Peshitto 


(Widmanstadt). 


Vi. 333 F | paraphrase, for boku, 
) bo ; for bes n>, gee gue 


gt Weegee 
om. 9 before \ooow 


for cin eee, 


qs, and for 
pores, pra; om. 
wow am Sa—udiod 5 


fOr WOW Opget; 


WO) 05> 
fase hae I 
vohdhe 


no varr. 


e € 
ins. after oo, So 


ins. ¢= before oboh:. 
(perhaps from Jooho 
Jhohi. qe»? of Mark) 


no varr. 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


So Cur. in Luke. This is 


2nd verb in Mark and 
Luke (Pesh.). 
Cf. Mark 1x. 44,46 (Pesh.). 


Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. in Matt. adds 
cow pbefore final |.s5,0. 

Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. (Matt.)agrees 
with Pesh. Cur. (Mark) 
wanting. 


Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. (Matt.)agrees 
with Pesh. Cur. (Mark) 
wanting. 


So Cur. 


Matt. and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Luke adds JaNso 
before JL{y. Cur. agrees 
with Pesh. in Matt. and 
Luke, wanting in Mark. 
Luke transposes the last 
two words. So too Cur. 
(Luke). Cur. (Matt.) has 


>? leas ardfoouo. 


So Cur. 
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References 
to Ephrem 
Passages quoted. 


Carmina, 


Matt. xxiv. 15 | v.222E 
Mark xiii. 14 
Juss 


Matt. xxiv. 42 | vi. 529A 
Mle to end of 
verse 

Matt. xxv. 6 | iv. 493D 
ju 

Matt. xxv.g | vi. 306 
> alo | vi. 307 D 
ena 

Matt. xxv. 21 | vi. 489 E 

» 23 

yo —as/ 

Matt. xxv. 30 | vi. 489 D 
(cf. 41) 
wHARD 
Joss loam 

Matt. xxv. 34 | vi. 291C 

Matt. xxv. 34 | vil. 5350 
wt Qe 32> ob 
>}? 

Matt. xxv. 34 | v1.642E,F 


folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


nearly as in Mark but 


for @o?, ps; for JNaay 
et 5) 
Jason, Jos 
Matt. has twounimpor- 
tant verbal differences. 


a Jka Jeohs, huts 


~~ 
for \0d+%0, JLas0(?) 
no varr. 


insert after &, in 
both quotations 

for as), o/ 
om. —Bw dro Ils. 


ins. before was, jh 


for voane/, — Sy) 
apparently from 41 


paraphrase, but for 


eho, 
perhaps from xxv. 41. 
no valr. 


34. for —JlLaaNsw 
Jradso, Liwo bSaZ 
pL ) 

35. ins. 9 at the begin- 
ning; for ws \Oh>o 
Nwohad, uwwokdoo/ 
for hon, Jorn 20 


uivohatso—lumo/ 
placed after uty ol:sc0 
in ver. 36. ins. o before, 
and om. hoo after 


Testament 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright's edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Cur. wanting in Matt. and 


Mark. 


Cur. wanting. 
Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 
Aph. 23 ina paraphrastic 
quotation alludes to 
omitted words. 

Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 
riy Hrotwacpeny, Gk. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 

Paraphrased in Aph. 380, 
381. Though verses 37— 
39 are compressed into a 
single clause, Aph. often 
agrees with Pesh. against 
Ephrem, but agrees with 
Ephrem against Pesh.only 
in reading hoo Jor20. 
Aph. also  transposes 
uty oetoo—fumo/, but 
with the second, not as 
Ephrem the first, clause of 
ver. 36. | 


36.for LXer, SJido; ins. o before 0449; for kaso 


Passages quoted. 


Matt. xxv. 
34-40 
(continued) 


Matt. xxv. 41 
Jdaas—aN) 
see also xxv. 
30 and 34 


Matt.xxvi. 8,9 
John xii. 4, 5, 
cf. Mark xiv. 
4,5 


Matt. xxvi. 65 
o27aq—] o 
Matt. xxvii. 20 

(iad 
GE ened 
Matt. xxvii. 45 
to [si/ 
cf. Mk. xv. 33, 
Luke xxiii. 44 
Matt. xxvili.18 


ef. John iil. 
35, Xlil. 3 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 


References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell’s 
Carmina. 


Vi. 498 E 
Vl. 244 B 


Vi. 410 B 


Iv. 511 B 


Vv. 122 D 


Vv. 309 F 


Ve. 215 F 


125 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


Looe Jitao/, pro? Kuo; om. o before ohuh/. 


37. for O20 qepeor, qepeor \atdy; ret ar adds 
03:29 obs e9; Ins. 9 before UK»w/; for 259 
£), Jsco were Jums adds mums Lots. 
38,39. clauses very much transposed and abbreviated. 
40. for faSso hes, ; for sx0/, ssh; 
ins. after yoo, bare @20? faceiS; ins. after 
es! en; OM. @3° pw; transposes ws/ and 
eso; om. oo; after yolpax adds adaxr ob 
Jinroe gro? Jira wis Jlaarw obo. 
no varr. but neither | Cur. wanting. 
quotation has ?,| Aph. 381 also omits 
and the second adds 9, and, except for 
Jortab%r0 Proms rhetorical expansion at 
the beginning, nearly 
agrees with Pesh. 
apparently free para- | Cur. wanting. 
phrastic combination 
of Matt.and John. The 
chief variations are 
for Jue b->/ 
(Matt.), luo (oan 
fy sc0an oO; for 
weiter lo Maho 
(John) and ugem> 


‘at Jisos Aggie 


from Matt. xxvi. 7) 
no vair. Cur. wanting. 


om. 9 before .o¢>ay Cur. wanting. 


allusion to rather than 
quotation from Matt.; 
before Ka ins. 9 bps; 
before Joo ins. ? 
ins. before No, us/ 
from John; ins. before 
»? 


Cur. wanting. 


126 An Examination of the New Testament 


Passages quoted. 


Mk. i. 11, see 
Matt. iii. 17 


Mk. i. 24 hyo 


Mk. ii. 5, see 
Luke v. 20 
Mk. ii. 17, see 
Matt. ix. 13 
Mk. vii. 28, see 
Matt. xv. 27 
MK.viii. 36,see 
Matt. xvi. 26 
Mk. x. 31, see 
Matt. xix. 30 
Mk. x. 33, 34, 
see Matt. xx. 

18, 19 
Mk. x. 38, see 
Matt. xx. 22 
Mk, Xi. 2, 3 


— ead 
hsskso 

cf, Matt. xxi. 
2,3 and Luke 
XIX. 30, 31 


Mk. xi. g, see 
Matt. xxi. 9 
Mk. xii. 7, see 
Matt. xxi. 38 
Mk. xiii.1 4, £ee 
Matt. xxiv.15 
ME. xiii. 32 


ME. xiv. 4, 5, 


seeMatt.xxvi. 


8, 9 


References 


Pele Tease) Variations from Peshitto 
f e 
and Bickell’s (Widmanstadt). 
Carmina, 


vl. 102 B | nO Varr. 


iv. 108, | combination of Matt. 
109 and Mark 
compared with Mark 
om. oa9i—wa}? (not 
in Matt.); for w/ lo 
0b, g+s20/ .{p (in none 
of the synoptists); for 


Jeo olf erm een 
Js. yoh/ (from Mark 5 
or Luke); foros, oo 


vi.144B|an_ abbreviated refer- 
ence rather than a quo- 
tation ; no eyidence of 
variations 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. (Mk.) wanting. Cur. 
(Matt. and Luke) has 
many verbal variations 
from Pesh., but in the 
only important variation 
for ,z20 (Pesh. Matt. Mk. 
Luke), 001420 (Matt.), 
o30 (Mk.) differs from 
quotation where Pesh. 
agrees. 


Cur. wanting. 


Passages quoted. 


Mk. xv. 33, see 


Mat.xxvli.45 


Luke i. 1 
wil oo 
fuss 


Luke i. 32, 33 
SSWwo to end 


of verse 33 


Luke i. 34— 
Jusx09 ver. 38 


Lukei.73 }sa.? 
to end of 75 


Luke 1. 78, 79 
— OOD? 
ae 

Luke ii. 3 4 pac 
JKN oases 

° 


Luke 11.34 


Luke li. 52 to 
Jlaanbo 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus, 


References 


to Ephrem | variations from Peshitto 


folio( Rome) 
audBickell’s 


Carmina. 


Vv. 315 D 


iv. 404 C 


v. 142C 


v. 216A 


vi.606D,E 


iv. 438C 


lV. 3575 


lv. 120, 
130 


lv. 404 F 


lv. 562 B 


(Widmanstadt). 


for oo, bye. juwod and 
Mls transposed 


for as Shoo, odo 
Doe; OM. —y> 0 
; for Saco, 
lusaNiaa; for Joo, 
ye 
no varr. | 


no varr. 


an evident paraphrase, 
differing very widely 
but following the lines 
of Pesh. 

ins. at the end of 75 
Jhoasgioo 


introduced by (ero? 
for Nocona (o>? 


no varr. 


for prco, Saoolh/ > for 
Jrano, JNsono; for 
No pensfla, Su pens / ~~ 
for eo? Wams, farearo 
transposes owns 


and okswanw> 


[27 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur, wanting. 


So Gk. Text and most MSS. 
of Pesh.; others read 
JLasa>. Widmanstadt’s 
reading is unsupported by 
MSS. (G.H.G.). Cur. 


wanting. 


| Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. The absence 
of the words J) t —.? 


_ Suan should perhaps 


be regarded as an omis- 
sion, as they do not occur 
in Diatessaron (Forsch. IT. 
ii. § 4). See above, p, 116. 


Cur. wanting. 


Expressly quoted as said 
by Luke. Cur. agrees with 
Pesh.intheorder of words, 
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References References to the Curetonian, 


to Ephrem ae : Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Passages quoted. ae Aer ana a Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 
and Bickell’s gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 

Carmina. other remarks. 
Luke ii. 52 but adds Ly before 
(continued) oksans; but the order 


in the quotation agrees 
with the best attested 
reading of Gk. Text. 
Luke iii. 8, see 
Matt. iii. 8 
Luke iii. 22, 
see Matt.iii.17 ; ae . 
Luke v. 20 vi. 370 D | Je placed after y\. | Cur. wanting. 
—Jiag, Mon. and Mark a 


ye onde vie 
cf, Matt. ix. 2 
Mk. ii. 5 
Luke v. 32, see 
Matt. ix. 13 
Luke vi. 21, 
see Matt. v. 8 
Luke vi. 29, 
see Matt.v. 39 
Luke vii. 39 | vi. 404 © | paraphrase with con-|Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
siderable verbal differ- | where quotation differs. 
ences 


Luke vii. 41, | vi. 406 A | ins. after ooo, lacs; ins. | Cur. differs in three vill. 
42 tO one ¢ before os; om. Jgu.9| from Pesh., but in none 
(bis); Joo uw placed | of these it agrees with 

after axio; for! quotation. 


ad, loan Jexo cody 
(Oo? ; ins. after 
» aw 20nd9 
loan Jaa Joo; ins, 
after SAN, od; 
transposes .CoshS 
and maa; ins. after 
it 5 ed Joo 
there are besides many 


transpositions 
Luke x. 24 IV. 435 C | dane and oh! Cur. agrees with quota- 
assa—hw transposed tion against Pesh. 
Luke xi. 2 o>! Vi. 551 A | omits yoa—Lwae> Probably an abbreviation. 
lLaaXs— Cur. agrees with Pesh., 


though best Gk. MSS. om. 


4 
see also Matt. ON ea oe ate 
nav 6 ev Tois ovpavois. The 


vi. 9 


Passages quoted. 


Luke xi. 2 
(continued) 
Luke xi. 4, see 
Matt. vi. 12 


Luke xii. 54— 
56, see Matt. 
XVl. 2, 3 

Luke xiv. 31 
OF ae — ALO 


Luke xix.30,31, 
see Mk. xi. 2,3 
Luke xix. 38, 
see Matt.xxi.g 
Luke xx.14,see 
Matt. xxi. 38 
Luke xxii. 44 


Luke xxiii. 2 
Sho—hbod 

Luke xxiii, 34 
eepad—lo/ 


VOL. III. 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 


References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 


lv. 443 B 
V. 302 B 


V. 487 A 


Vi. 370 D 


iv. 562 D 


V1. 5508, 
cf. F 


Carm. 
XXXV. 59 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


for Joo, yo; for 


aot jh} ° a3 
Ordre? Sol (evi- 

dently a paraphrase) 
no valr. 


for \aa1s, yiro (caused 
by adaptation of the 
passage) correct in F, 


which 
Joost 


unmistakeable allusion 


owever omits 


to the bloody sweat, as 


in Pesh 
ly. 511 B | no varr, 


V. 233 B | no varr. 


to 
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References to the Curetonian, 


Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks, 


words Lsaes? in vi.6410 


are from Matt. vi. 9. 


Cur, agrees with Pesh. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. generally agrees 
with Pesh., except that it 
reads |v go/ for op. The 
quotation in having both 
words combines the read- 
ings of Pesh. and Cur. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. has for .aassn Ca 
WO}, yookus. 


So also Cur. 


Cur. has Paige for |sso 
ew 


and a other slight 
variations from Pesh, 
Cur. has o) for |s/, 
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References 
to Ephrem Variations from Peshitto 


Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
andBickell’s 
Carmina. 


Luke xxiii. 44, 
see Matt. 
XXVIII. 45 

Luke xxiv. 49 
oh! to end 


of verse 


John i. 3 iv. I3E 


John i. g, see 
Vili, 12 
John il. 34 


my] Joon 
o3— 


v. 90 D 


John 111. 35,8ee 
Mat.xxvill.18 
John iv. 22 


pals V. 310A 
ad 


John v. 22 iv. 446 B 


John vi. 40 
So to end of 
verse 


vi. 336 D 


John vi. 52 
Jans? to end 


of verse 


vi. 102 F 


(Widmanstadt). 


liv. 505 E | no varr. 


adds after No, p,s ; for 


Hpeh>D, HD; OM. Pp 
Joo 


no varr. 


ins, after [w0od, ogads 


posed allusion to 
S passage in 
ya loo asa ey, 


for ly bo? nmroo J 
wll, Jofle ee 430/] 
ed al 


su 
t 


a paraphrase; ins. after 
Soo, fu/; om. Jiu 
o JzaX; for os, ad; 
for (Sow, os hu/; 


Testament 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright's edition), 

Diatessaron (Zabn’s Forschun- 

IT. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Cur. wanting. 


Quoted as words of the 
Evangelist. Quotation 
agrees exactly with Cur., 
which takes the last two 
words in close connexion 
with next verse, with Gk. 
AcL, etc. So probably 
Tatian’s Diatessaron 
(Forsch. II. ii. § 1). 


Cur. very defective, but 
has for Jas, JNSnas. 
Aph. 123 has J\S.a>and 
addsoza%,andforjod?, 
fo? (after jwos) from 


verse 35. 


Quoted asour Lord's words, 
pro) yax0 oly ue, but 
evidently a contracted 
quotation of Is. 11. 3. 

Cur. has same order as quo- 
tation, but for abt, (oH, 
and for a>e., sary 
after instead of before 
osads. SoAph. 123,276. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. agrees with Pesh. ex- 
cept that it places o+—2 
after, instead of before 
es Si. 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. = 131 


saeriias 
to Ephrem | Variations from Peshitto 
Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) sae elaeg 
an dBi ck ell’ Ms (Widmanstadt). 
Carmina, 


John vii. 1x | iv. 353 0 | no varr. 
oo aa, 
John vii. 38 | iv. 524 E | no varr. 


John viii. 12 | vi. 509 E | for lsaXsy, Joga (from 


rare 1.9); for JL) wsdroe ce, 
Set || Sse Ieruoe Kel 
(from 1 John i. 7); for 
OW, y9—20 
John viii. 44 | iv. c60F Beet : 


John viii. 46 | v. 2988 | no varr. 


John xi. 4 vi. 274¢ | ins. after JLas, oo 
Laso—lo | 
John xi. 11 Vi. 301 D | aoe and dJS\ trans- 
SIO. toend of posed; ins.befored{s\, 
verse oo; for bof Si) I 
49 0) Que Sard $9, © 
0) Qe gad 
John xi. 50 iv. 475 B | no varr. 
w99toend of 
verse 
John xi. 51,52 | v.66 ¥F. | abridged quotation, 
eohx? to end om. from first @\x to 
of 52 | U?; om. Joo after 
oho; Ins. after 
qedpeas?, CO 
John xi. 52 iv. 5344 | allusion rather than 
jxs> to end of quotation, order much 
verse altered ; for gsdprwy, 
7 000 @n805/9; for Jad, 
o 
John xii. 4, 5, — 
see Matt. 
xxvi. 8, 9 
John xiii. 3, 
see Matt. 
xxvii. 18 


John xiv. 2 iv. 463 C | for eobcgeo; Woregco 
vol — elie 
K 2 


| References to the Curetonian, 


Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks, 


So Cur. 


Cur. has for |S5k0 ozs}, 
loo sa0fs. 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 14 
quotes first clause as in 
Pesh. Aph.130 transposes 


second [uf and oso. 


Cur. wanting. Aph. 131 
paraphrases \ol/ woos 


one 
Cur. wanting. 
Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. Aph. 169 
agrees with Pesh. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 


| Cur. wanting. 
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References 
to Ephrem 
Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
andBickell’s 
Carmina. 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt), 


John xiv. 27 | v. 343 F 


first 2 clauses wds?; for 2nd byaNa, 


John xv.15 No 
to end of verse 


iv. 466 C | ins. after No, pro 


John xvi. 11 | iv. 37 F | for yaos/, aos/ 
Juans) to end 
of verse 

John xvii.11 | vi. 122¢ | for haspo Ls/?, wo); 
y/—f>/ ins. before 4, aco 

John xix. 15 | iv. 469F | om. Jf before ,oan0 (sic) 
po.o—hud, 


Vv. 302 D | no varr. 


” ? 


Acts ii. 37 jase | iv. 535 B | no varr. 
gw! sad 
Acts v. 41 iv. 371 | for Comme, peo 
Jeans; for fron, 
oma; org 2 placed 
before, instead of after, 
ome 
Acts vil. 43 Vv. 114 C | no varr, 
Jot: oanas 
oi? 
Acts vil. 52 iv. 406 E | no varr. 
Acts ix. 15 iv. 288 F ears 
— aoe 
Acts xili. 46, | v. 3030 eas, 
47 —\oa> hao ee ; for 
yw esolhh, cssolhh; for 


oh/ em? cohun? 
for ,ohu/ Jam, eoaa 
\ °° 
oh! 
om. 2nd and 3rd Ss 


Acts xxiv. 25 
peh9—99 


v. 96 D 


ins. after 1st jsaXea, 


ls.m; twoclausestransp. 


Lestament 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright's edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Cur. wanting. Aph. 410 


quotes rst clause only as 
Ephrem. 

Cur. wanting. 

Aph. 389 agrees with 
Pesh. 

Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 


Cur. wanting. 
Cur. wanting. 


The firstvariant agrees with 
Gk. amd rpocdrov rot cvr- 
edpiov, the second is sup- 
ported by Origen, the 
Aethiopic, and a few very 
late Gk. cursives. 


The last variation is the 


reading given by Schaaf 
and editors of the Peshitto 
generally. An ancient 
MS.in the British Museum 
reads \ohwaa (G. H.G.). 
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References 

to Ephrem 
Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
andBickell’s 

Carmina. 


Rom.v.15Jooll] iv. 562 D 


JiKS0)a20— 
Rom. v. 20 99 | vi. 4405 
toend ofverse | and6154 


Rom. vi. 4 iv. 479 F 
— waoh/ 
JRpaxas> 

Rom. vi. 8 iv. 492 F 


Rom. vii. 24 V. 356 D 
asso to the 
end of verse 


Rom. vill. 20 | v. 2508 
—Jhuio 
Obad 

Rom. viii. 26 | iv. 413 D 
first uod wor 
to end of 27 

Rom. viii. 36 || v. 303 D 
Jenasds Jzs0/ 

Rom.ix.25J,0/| v. 235 D 
to end of verse 

Rom. ix. 32 lV. 404 F 
KS ooly— 

Rom. xi. 33; 
see Eph.iii.19 


1 Cor. i. 26 iv. 268 B 


Jos—VR ww 
and general 
allusion to 
whole verse 


References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks, 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


no valrr. 


for 99, fo.?; for Kirggco, | Quotation has exactly the 
Lis; addsafterJA\.tw, | same variations in both 


jaddsafter gol, o/; passages. 
for Likud), Kw wh/ 
(after, instead of 

before, JLaaaJ) 
allusion merely 

for yenok/, o,aol/ 

om. Oy, 

for Ji. pasass, |, sasso 
MRT ORR 

bi? ny 


no varr. 


for J&unsh, Junith 


quoted as JKenas9 fis. | Ps. xliv. 22 (Pesh.) agrees 
with Rom. (Pesh.). 

for jlo, Iyo Hos. ii. 22 (Pesh.) has 
Ss for NS. 


no varr. 


for lsaiaw, Lradso The allusion is introduced 


in this way :—the sheep 
(i.e. in Num. xxxi. 32), 
being greater in number 
than the other animals, 
signified that the simple 
whoare made disciples are 
greater in number than 
‘the teachers in the flesh,’ 
etc. 
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1 Cor. i. 30 Joo iv. 177 ¢ 


toend of verse 


1 Cor. il. 4 


1 Cor. iil. 16, 
17 toNaux0 
Jos? oS 


1 Cor. vii. 30 
last 2 clauses 


1 Cor. vii. 31 
od gad to 
end of verse 


99 : 99 
1 Cor, ix. 25 


1 Cor. x. 6 
1 Cor. xii. 4 


1 Cor. xiii. 12 
[e?] lao to 
end of verse 

1 Cor. xv. 36 

1 Cor. xv. 53 


References 

to te 

Pass uoted. | folio (Rome 
re and Bickell’s 
na. | 


Vv. 129 D 


V. 334 D 


Vi. 309 B 
Vi. 309 B 


V. 338 F 
v1. 376 E 


v. 112 C 
iv. 324 E 


iv. 462 0 


Vi. 335 E 
V1. 3305 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt), 


fom. JKsnauw; om. o 


before Jhaou9s; om. 
jrosa90; transposes 
Jos ee to the end ; 
ins. after Jods), 

reference merely; but 
introducing the words 
JLs9o—H/ as in Pesh. 

evidently an _ inten- 
tional expansion 
ins. after oh, Oy 
before Jas, 9 orhu/; 
at end of 16 Ji,~wo 
\oa>; afterrst Sans, 
S od; after rstJod), 
aay coohuls; after 
2nd Saws, Oo 

for es/ , jou (bis), 
and sing. for plural 
throughout 

no valr. 


OM. sam, Od; OM. Lo 

paraphrase containing 
remarkable phrase gx 
ob3—So, but 
omitting ps 

no vatrr. 

allusion containing all 
the striking words of 
‘Pesh. 


no valrr. 


no varr. 

for Nawks? and J 
JLosNauskso, bhsoe and 
JLohaso I; for fsco, 
Ler holo; for Lhsoy and 
JLobasso , luSaukss 
and Ila Wy 


Lestament 


References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forachun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 


other remarks. 


Aph. 7.10, 484 has for 2nd 


Jos in v.16, bnaso, and 
(68) for rst JoS/ inv. 16, 
Jszs0; there seem to be no 
variants in Pesh. or Gk. 


Aph. 155 for J J; N). 
No similar transpositions 


occur in Gk. or Pesh. of 
this verse. 


Aph. 156 has in first clause 


Llsop and Lhso Wy and in 
the second Saws and 


Sashes I, and for lise, 
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References 
to Ephrem 
Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 
1 Cor. xv. 53 
(continued) 
1 Cor. xv. 5 | vi. 335B 
wo) 
wohass 
Nvate 
2 Cor. v. 7 iv. 462 D 
2 Cor. v. 21 lv. 359 D 
—[+e,] 90 
Orpad 
2 Cor. vil. 2 | iv.354D 


2 Cor. xi. 2 as | Carm.xix. 


far as Jost: | (p. 34) 


Gal. iii. 13 lv. 359 D 
—farnaso 
Jos 

Gal. ili. 13 0 | V. 290 E 
JRYor—Joor | 

Gal. iv. 27 iv. 384 E 
JLzas to end 
of verse 

Gal. v. 22 iv. 434 B 
loan to end 
of verse 

Eph. 1. 10 lv. 344 D. 
—Ppraro 
| 

Eph. ii. 5, 6 lV. 529 F 

Eph. ii. 14 iv. 178 C 
93 9? Vv. 445 E 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt), 


paraphrased by words 


pig dom fas/ (the suf- 
fix referring to JLaso) 


no varr. 
for akaps, eae 5 
for ofp, pad 


for wso/ \Osane, Ameo 


no varr. 


om. jeasas? 


no valr. 

for ontoa—Jhianr, yo! 
ww hl Leds WoJheasy 
Onl> 1 Oregey © 


no varr. in direct quo- 
tation but just before 
for Ji)9, Js\o 


for fuwex> Lewhy, 
Lene Joos? o> before 


both allusions only, 
they agree in omitting 
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References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright's edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, IT. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


luoo with Greek, and 


Cologne MS. of Pesh. 
(G.H.G. See Stud. Bibl. 
li. p. 267). 


Aph. 134 op», Gk. 


e 4) € ~ 
VITép NOV. 


Apparently two different 
interpretations of Greek 


xXopyoare, 


Abridged quotation. 


So Gk. xaprés. The con- 
struction in Ephr. shows 
that the sing. is meant. 


Aph. 120, 486 for eano/, 
gaco/,andomitsrstosas. 
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References References to the Curetonian, 


to Ephrem is ‘ Aphraates (Wright’s edition) 
Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) Variations from Peshitto Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 


andBickell’s (Widmanstadt). 


Carmina. 


gen, IT. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Eph. ii. 14 JMS Joo pho; 
(continued) re first has 
Aa5-,-3.59, the 
second fia. gn? beenco 
Eph. ii. 19 no valr. 
JNtonro us 
Joxt>— 
Eph. iii. 19 a loose combined quo- | Gk. rip tirepBdAXoveay tis 
cf. Rom. xi. 33 tation, but in Eph.| yrdcews dydémp, Cologne 
Ephr. has forJLas3(be- | MS. of Pesh. has Jlasy 
el HDQ09), 20 pi?! rau? JK Q09 (G.H.G.) 
BS ps 
Eph. iv. 3 Iv. 452 D | for exfrSu ohsooro,| Gk. has for the first 
Jo whoo (agreeing with variant, orovdd(ovres, for 
jh >); for Jlaso ), the second, évérnra. 
Jhasgee; for lopms, 
Jicoh> 
Eph. iv. 30 for @a.sx0 Cool I, | Aph. 125 supports first 
first clause (ons) ; for| variant, and for second 
ste Lavao ; om.| reads Jno 9. 
of? 
Eph. vi. 16 Jere qacred Change necessitated by 
Jef. corde, — context. 
Phil. ii. ro for |siloo, Lysfor0 Aph. 276 paraphrases, 


but has nothing to corre- 
spond to LiwhAd 20 
ny 
Phil. iii. 21 3 


lv. 493 A | no varr. 


—@adw 

One> Oa? 
Col. 1.16 o> | iv. 18 | for Protos, foo; for 
Wrwbso Wy— Jsiloo, Lxsloy boo; 


for Jo h20, gs las hs0(bis) 

quotation interwoven 
with text, but several 
expressions agree with 
Pesh, 


Col. i. 26, 24 


iv. 324 F 


to Ephrem 
Passages quoted. | folio (Rome) 
and Bickell’s 
Carmina. 
Col. iii. 5 lvy.137E 
hus (sic) 
—[Sw0o] 
Jsihoy 


1 Thess. iv. 16 
to ,aswany 
1 Thess. iv. 17 


1 Thess.v. 2, cf. 
2 Pet. ili. 10 


1 Tim. iv. § 
JLasjo to the 
end of verse 

1 Tim. vi. 6 
hia lh to 
end of verse 


‘Titus ti. 14 
Titus lil. 5, 6 
900 L059 
and whole of 6 


Hebr. ix. 26 
obzas to end 
of verse 


Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 


References 


iv. 493 D 


v. 398 D 


V. 342 B 


lv. 393 D 


lv, 318 B 


lv. 345 4 


lv. 490 C 


lv. 322 C 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


no varr, 


for Slaso, lloo 


allusion to 
odsoll in the words 


rato odsoll 
Pesh. in Thess. 


Jaton yo! ps0? Or50 Qe 
JL? fase LSS, 
in Pet. o005 eo? J? 
Jaton, yo/ Ju soe 


quotation is owas 


Co Jose Jo sso9 


for q?, 2 necessitated 
by way in which quota- 
tion is introduced 

adaptation rather than 
quotation; for Liag Sh, 
hing /h; for do? wey, 
ore, (Ome? ; for 

dcoro?, \oorkenso? 


no valr. 


for >, woads; ins. 
after Kelsebs, Jods; 


for qiwwse, ¢00;2 


OM. g>! Oo Sexo 
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References to the Curetonian, 

Aphraates (Wright’s edition), 

Diatessaron (Zahn’s Forschun- 

gen, II, ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks, 


Sfiwko | Aph. 437 SSS ewid 


e032 odsoll. 


has | The quotation resembles 


Pet. more than Thess. in 
(1) the word fssgso for 
yo (Thess.), and (2) the 
omission of ; but 
these slight coincidences 
with Pet. may easily both 
be accidental. 


No mention of author or 
book. 
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 epnree References to the Pe eatin F 
to Ephrem : . Aphraates (Wright's edition 
Variati from Peshi P en : 
Passages quoted. | folio Sirians (Widmanstedt). me Diatessaron (Zahn’s haga 
and Bic! ell’s gen, II. ii), Greek Text, an 
Carmina. other remarks, 


Hebr. xiii. 12 | iv. 511 B | quoted as sa\S amd,/ Cf. Gk. fa ris riAns Erabe. 
ce ead praiol? onl ee The resemblance to this 
aw |Kto—20 passage, however, may be 

only accidental. Christ 
crucified without the gate 
is compared to Naboth 
who suffered outside Jez- 


reel, 
1 Pet. ii. 9 v. 330 A | paraphrase merely 
1 Pet. li. 22 v. 298 E | for , Wax (Is.) ; | Quotation introduced with 
gan Sp to for Jlo/, Wo (Is.MuXo); | the words ‘as Isaiah tes- 
end of verse, transposes Jlay and| tifiesconcerning him,’ but 
cf. Is. liii. 9 woka/ (Is. omits) is evidently influenced by 


the passage in St. Peter. 


2 Pet. iii.10, see 
1 Thess. v. 2 


1 John i. 7, see 
John viii, 12 
1 John ii. 2 v. 286 B | for sem, Joo; om. o/ 


Rev. v. 1 Vv. 332 C | a distinct allusion, be- 
ginning with the words 


qinds Jha Onda drog> 
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¥. 


THE TEXT OF THE CANONS OF ANCYRA. 
[R. B. Rackwam.] 


A. TEXT. 
LIST OF MSS: (1) Cotuections or THE CouNCcILs. 

At Cambridge, in the University Library :— 
C cod. ee iv 29 membran. s. xii 

at Florence, in the Laurentian library :— 
F, plut. x cod. 10 membran. s, xi? 

- ix 8 3 8. Xi 

F, x 1 chartac. 8, xiii 

at London, in the British Museum :—~ 
L cod. add. 17474 chartac. 8. xv 

at Milan, in the Ambrosian library :— 
M, cod. b 107 sup. membran. s. xii, xiii 
M, f 48 sup. 35 8. xii, xiii? 
M, @ 94 sup. ‘5 8. xiii ® 

at Munich, in the Royal library* :— 
Mon cod. 380 bombye. s. xiv 

at Oxford, in the Bodleian library :— 
O, cod. bar. 26 membran. s. xi ineunt, 
O, bar. 196 5 a.d. 1043 
O 


: bar. 185 3 8. xi ineunt. 
0, laud. 39 ‘5 s. xi ineunt.® 
O, misc. 206 me 8. Xl exeunt. 


‘) The dates given are those assigned to the mss in the respective cata- 
logues, and are to be depended upon accordingly : in many cases the dates 
given above are very uncertain. 

*) Messapiae in Magna Graecia emptus, 1606. 

5) Solitt in Magna Graecta emptus est, 1606. 

*) In the Munich library, cod. 397 is a copy e mso codice Parisiensi, given 
to the library by M. Elias Hhinger, gymnasti patris professor et bibliothe- 
carius, postridte Petri et Pauli, 1618; but the original I have not come 
across at Paris, at least among the mss earlier than the sixteenth century. 

*) Came through Germany and Egypt from Constantinople, post direptionem 
urbis. 
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O,cod. seld. 48 membran. s. xiii! : 
0, misc. 170 ss 8. XIV, XV 
O, bar. 158 chartac. 5. xv 


at Paris, in the National library :— 


P, cod. 1334 membran. 8. x 

P, suppl. 1085 8. Xx 

Py suppl. 614 3 8. X 

P. 1320 i, 8. Xi 

©; 1325 s. xi? 

P, suppl. 1086 . 8. Xl 

FP, 1324 s a.d. 1104 ° 
P, coislin. 34 3 8. xii ‘ 

. coislin. 35 ‘5 8. Xll 

Pe coislin, 211 . 8. Xii 

PS coislin. 364 5 a.d. 1295 
| 1370 ‘ ad. 1297 
Ps 1369 bombyc. 8. xiv 

P 1339 membran. 8. XV 

Py 1337 chartac. 8. xv 

Pie 1374 9 8. XV 

P,, suppl. 304 » 8. Xvi 


at Rome, in the Vatican library :— 


R, cod. palat. 376 membran. s. x ineunt. (=palat., Pitra) 
R, vatic. 827 ‘; s. x1° (=vatic. 1, Pitra) 

R, vatic. 1980 >. 8. xi (=vatic. 2, Pitra) 

R, vatic. 2060 ‘s gs. xl, xii(?) (=vatic. 3, Pitra) 


in the Vallicellian library (Chiesa Nuova) :— 


R, cod. f. 10 membran. s. x, xi 
in the Bibliotheca Angelica (S. Agostino) :— 


R, cod. b. 1, 12 chartac. 8. xv°" 


1) Olim monasterit SS. Trinttatis in insula Chalce. 

7) Can. Ancyr. i-xvi &areAdcavres deficiunt. 

*) Begun by NucdAaos ypadeds, finished by "Iwdavyns ebredrs mpecBvrepos. 

*) Can. Ancyr. v rots 5¢ émoxéwous—xviii txanpv«rous deficiunt. 

5) Can. Ancyr. i-v &’ 5Ans deficiunt. 

*) Can. Ancyr. xviii BovAowro els—xxv deficiunt. 

7) Another ms mentioned by Pitra, cod. column. 23, s. xiii, now in the 
Vatican, remains to be collated: but possibly it is the ms of Photius’ Syn- 
tagma, which Card. Mai printed in his Spictleg. Roman. t. vii. Of the other 
mss given by Pitra, ottob. 99, vatic. 1150, 1455 apparently do not contain 
the canons, while regin. 57, ottob. 249 are mss of Zonaras and Balsamon 
respectively (Juris Eccles, Graec. Hist. et Monum. i. 425). 
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at Venice, in S. Mark’s library :— 


V, cod. bessar. 169 membran. s. xii, xiii! 


Vv, bessar. 170 is 8. Xlll 

V; nanian, 226 - 8. Kill, Xiv 
V, bessar. 171 chartac. 8. xiii, xiv 
V; nanian. 236 ,, a.d. 1467 


(2) Joun or ANTIOCH’s CYNAFQPH. 
joh 1 at Paris cod. coislin. 209 membran. s. x, xi 


joh 2 sa, coislin, 211 3 8, Xli 

joh 3 SCs suppl, 483 bombyc. 5s. xiv 

joh 4 at Oxford cod. bar. 86 membran. 8s. xii exeunt,. 
joh 5 misc. 77? 


joh 6=Justel’s text (Biblioth. Juris Canon. Paris, 1661), printed, 
as he tells us, from a very ancient ms, guod ex bibliotheca 
collegit Claromontant Parisiensis beneficto doctiss. Tac. 
Strmondi nactt sumus: this ms is now unfortunately lost *. 

joh 7 at Rome cod. vatic. 843 

joh 8 at Florence plut. ix cod. 8 (F;) 


(3) Zonanas’ COMMENTARY. 


zon I at Paris cod. 1319 bombye. s. xiii 
zon2 ,, coislin, 210 ,, 8. XiV 


zon 3 at London add. 22746 membran. s. xiii 


(4) Batsamon’s COMMENTARY. 
bals 1 at Venice cod. bessar. 168 chartac. s. xiii 


bals 2 at Oxford cod. bar. 205 ia 8. xiv‘ 
bals 3 at Paris cod. 1331 bombye. 8. xiv 
bals 4s, 1328 chartac. 8. xv 


The readings of Photius are taken from his Syntagma 
Canonum, printed by Mai in the Spicilegium Romanum, t. vii: 
his ms was a codex columnensis, nunc vaticanus, insignis, mem- 
branaceus, antiquus, saec. nempe saltem xi, calligrapha diligen- 


1) These dates are very uncertain. 

7) This ms differs very much from the ordinary text, and it only contains a 
very few of the Ancyran Canons. There seem to have been two widely different 
editions of the Synagoge (cf. Pitra). From this ms, joh 5 as also from joh 7, 8, 
only a very few readings have been obtained: but joh 1 2 3 46 have been 
collated throughout. 

5) Justel knew of two other very old mss of John’s Synagoge, viz. unum 
perquam vetustum Romae in bibliotheca vaticana, Heidelberga adlatum, tnsigne 
quidem et erimiwm (?=vatic. 843): alterum non minus antiquum in bibliotheca 
tllustr. Franciae Cancellarit Petri Seguierti (? cod. coislin, 209). 

*) The text printed by Beveredge in his Synodicon. 
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tique manu scriptus, tantaeque varietatis ut hic esolus Photii 
verum syntagma continere videatur. 

The various readings are given in two divisions, in the upper 
division only the more significant variations being given. 


The authorities are ranged in chronological order, but the 
earlier mss of the Canons are also ranged according to their 
families: which are thus marked— 

a denotes R, P, P, O, O, P, F, V, O, V, 

B 9 P, R, R, 0, P, P, F, O, P, P, Pro C V3 
y » B,R,O,P,0,F, 

5 ” M, M, M, Pa P,, V; 

Also, for example, B (exc R, R,) means that all the B mss ex- 
cept R, R, agree with the reading given. 

Farther— 

e =L O, Py f =F. Pi Pi 

joh =joh 1 2 3 46 (the only mas of joh collated throughout) 
zon =zon 123 zon-com =Zonaras in his commentary 
bals =bals 1 2 3 4 bals-com=Balsamon ,, ‘5 
phot=Photius matt | =Matthew Blastar 

* marks the original reading, ® the first corrector. 

Thus the complete list of authorities in proper order will be 
aB y8 V, Mon P,, R, e fjoh phot zon zon-com bals bals-com matt. 


In the case of the mss of the Councils silence in the notes 
denotes agreement with the text. But the commentators 
have not been so exhaustively treated: all the significant 
variations of joh, zon, bals, have been given, but insignificant 
variations in individual mss have been omitted. 

The text printed is that of a. 


Comparative Table of MSS. 


8.x xi xii xiii xiv xv 
a R,P,P,|0,0,P,F, V, | O56 V; 
B Ps R,R,O. P,P. F,0;, P, PPC V; 
Y R,| R,0, P, 0,F;, 
i) : M,M, | M,Py Pz} Vs 
ef ete V,| Mon P,, | LO, P,.Re Pi; Pic | Paz 


zon I 3 | zon 2 
balar |bals23 |bals 4 
*joh 7!joh 1 8 joh245 joh 3 
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KANONEC TON EN AFKYPA CYNEAGONTON MAKA- 
PION TIPQN OITINEC TIPOFENECTEPOI MEN 
EICL TON EN NIKAIA EKTE@ENTQN KANONON 
AEYTEPEYOYCI AE AIA THN THC OIKOYME- 
NIKHC CYNOAOY AY@ENTEIAN. 


I IIpecBurépovs. rots émOvoavras, efra éravaradalcartas 
pyre éx peOddov tiwds GAN e£ adnOelas pire mpoxara- 
oxevacapras Kal émirndedcavras kat welcayras tva ddfwor 
pev Bacdvos tmoBddAccOa, ravras 8 TO dsoxeiy Kal Te 
oXHpaT. mpocaxOAvat, TovTovs doke ris pev Tipys THs Kata s 
Tv Kabedpay peréxew, tmpoopépey 8% avtovs 7 dutrciv 7 
brAws Aecroupyety Te TGv lepatixGy Aetroupytdv pr e£etvar. 


KANONEC THC EN ALKYPA CYNOAOY P,,O, fzon 1 bals 2 34 
add KANONEC KE f KANONEC TON EN AIKYPA CYNEACON- 
TON AION MPON bals x KANONEC THC EN AIKYPA 
CYCTACHC CYNOAOY Lzon 2 3 add EM| THC BACIAEIAC 
AYPHAIANOY KE L tit deficit in P,, TON EN AIKYPA 
ATION MPON KANONEC KE P,, YNO@ECIC THC EN ATKYPA 
TONIKHC CYNOA HTIC MPOTENECTEPA MENTO! THC EN NIKAIA 
MPA OIKOYMENIKHC CYNOA ECTIN AEYTEPEYOI AE x.1.d. (et sequt- 
tur hypothesis, quae etiam in M, M, P,, V, ante titulum reperitur) 
M, ATIQN KAI MAKAPIQN 8 (eae M, P,,) ad finem add EICI 
AE KANONEC KE 8 (exe M, P,,) 


1 1 enavarad. « plur cum By V, Mon R,fzon bals avaradacavras 
P,* O, O, P,#8 e joh phot bals 1° 28 aristenus zon-com bals-com 
eravahvoavras P,,, exaveOovras P,, 7 om vs 8 (exc P,,) joh 4 


aliquibus (sacerdotalibus) officiis fungi isid 


KANQNAI O, CYNEACONTQN KAI EKTE@ENTON O, 
OIKONOMIKHC O, 


1 1 MeoBurepovs M, WpecBurepos V; era] add wadw P,, bals-com 
exavan.] add pyre pera epwarypou P,, 8 om war emrnd. R, emrnd. xa in 
marg M, emrndevoayres O, om ea weoavras V, wa waco. repet O, 
wat [wa] F, 4 Bacavous P,, Bacavors pev (tr) e vroBarecba 
0, 5 wpoayx6nva P,, 6 omdA.] add Aoyous &backadcas woreroOat 
(Aoyors 5&8. P,) 70 Aaw aws yap erepos umoPowro Ta BeATioTa avTot mapa- 
oparevres Tov Kperrovos (schol in V, Rs; Mon) Eye 7 py Sava L 
ad fin add rovrous ws expyrat V, . | 


144 The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 


11 Ataxdvovs dpolws Oioavras, pera 5¢ tadra dvanadaloarras, 
rh pev SAAnv tippy exew, weradcOat 88 atrovs mdons Tis 
leparixijis Aetroupylas Tis te Tod aprov 7 mornpioy dva- 
hépew 7 Knptoocev’ el pévrot tives Tov emioxdm@y TovToLS 
ovveldoey xdyardy tiva 7} tamelvwow mpadrnros Kal éé- 5 
Aovey mAdov te Siddvae 7 adatpety, ex’ avrots elvac rhv 
éfovalav. 

III Tovs pevyovras nai ovdAdnPOévras 7 tnd olxelwv mapa- 


“A 


S00évras 7 SAAws 1a Urdpxovta adaipeOévras 7H sr0- 
pelvavras Bacdvous 7) els Secpwriproy éuBrAnOévras, Bodvrds 
te Ort elot yxptoriavol Kat mepioxicOévras, Frou els ras 
xetpas ampds Play éuBadrdrAdvrwy rav BiaCoudvav 7} BpGyd 5 


ii 1 woavras emOvoarras 8 joh 2 om raons F, P,,R, om rns 
[vep.] P,, 0, 8 (exe P,,) Mon joh 2 3 6 3 ceparixns a cum R, R, 
O, P, y5 V, Mon R, joh phot bals cepas O, B (P, P, F, O, P, P,, C 
V,) P,,@ zon zon-com sacro latt om tep.f aprov 4 rornptov P, F, 
P,, Py V,joh 2 aprov n rornptov O, O, aprov kat rov rrornptov Kat rou 
avad. R,® F, 4 rovras cum R, P, P,O, V, P, C y (exc P,; 
R, def) 8 (exc P,,) Mon P,, R, e (L om rour.) f joh 1 3 46 zon 1 bals 
rovrovs OQ, P,O, V, B (exc R, P, C) P, M,* P,, V, joh 2 phot mreps rov- 
ros EF, rovro R, rovrey zon 2 3 5 ovvedoev a (exc V, O,) 
cum P,F, y 8 (exe P,,) V,e joh 1 34 ovndoev V, O, B (exc P, F;) 
P,, Mon R, joh 2 bals zon-com bals-com cuvedeev P,, f zon con- 
scit sunt isiddion edo P, C R, O,8 (exe P,,) Mon joh 2 4 6 
6 adedew 8 (exc P,,) joh (exe 3) zon-com 

iii 1 omer] ior 8 joh 2 3 4 sovdaey joht 4 repioxnobevras R, 
neptoxebevras P,O,0,8 LO, R,f joh 2 3 467 (meptxeO.) mapacxt- 
obevras P,,zon 1 smepioxioberras legit etiam joh 1 8 5 epBa- 
Aovrov FO, P, O, 8 (exc M, P,,) P,, O, Py, joh 4 z0n bals 2 3 epSa- 


ii 1 Asaxovos V, ravras O, 2 rns pew adAns tipyns P, V,* R, matt 
perexew P, V.* matt 8 om Aaroupyias Re, om Tns TE... Knpyoceyw 
P,,;L fzon I 3 4 e pev Twes R, O,* 5 nbedrnev R, 6 Aco 
R, F; R, vpapew joh 3 zon 2 


iii 1 pevovtas O, mpoopevy. V; GVAA.] nrrndevras P,s om n VHO otK. 
+» €MBANO. L¥ (sed n vio. ... wapad, in marg et 7 GAA... . apap. inseritur 
post weproxo0. ) 2 omadrAws Vz, =—s om NOAA... adap. M, adaipe- 
Oevros O, om n vropey.... €4BANO. Py 3 om Bowrvras... nEpt- 
ox:o0. V, F,* (F3* add Boowvras sup lin et was wepioxiobevras post xpioriay.) 
4 aow aow BR, wepoxobevres Os weptoxiobevras Tous XiTwWVAaS ZON- 
com y7ra]n F; omras V, 5 xepas|} add ri bals ompPayvL om 
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Tt mpos dvdyxny dse€apuévovs, dpodoyodvras 8& SidAou Sre 
elot xptoriavol cal rd mévO0s Tod cvpBavros det emtderxvv- 
pévous TH Tdon KaTacTOAT Kat TO oxNpaTe Kal TH Tod Blov 
Tamewdrnrt, TovTous @s é€w auaptnparos éyras THs Kowwwvlas 
py KwrverOar el 5& Kat exwAVOnoay tnd Twos TEptoco- 
Tépas axpiBeias Evexey 7 xal rev dyvola, ev0ds mpocdex- 
Ojvas' Todro 5& Guotws eml re raév ex Tod KAnpov xat 
Tov GArAwv dakGv. mpogeEnrdaOn 5% Kadxeivo, el dvvavrat 
kat AatKol rH avTH dvaynn bromeadyres TpodyerOat els rakiv" 
ddofev ovy kai rovrous os pndey npaprynkeras, el cal 7 mpo- 
AaBodtoa evplaxotro 6p0% tot Blov oAtrela, mpoxerplCerOar. 
Iv Ilept rév apds Blav Ovodvrwr, emt 5¢ rovrows kat ray dermvn- 
cavrev els ta eldwda, Soo. wey dmaydpevon Kal oxmpare 
gpardporépp avAnrdOov cat eoOAr. eéxpnoavta toAvredeotépa 


Aovras f rpooBadrovrav 1, Bpwpara 8(exc P,,) joh 4 aliquid pol- 
luti cibi isid dion escam prisca 10 om rat [exwdv0. | 8 (exc P,,) 
e joh 2 46 zon 11 om n [xatrw.] y (exc O,: R, def) da revo 
ayvoay § joh 23.46 per aliquorum ignorantiam isid propter 
quorundam ign. dion mpoadsexOnrwaav V, y (R, def) bals 
18 mpoegnrac6n P, FV, FP, P,, V,f phot 14 repimecovres 8 
joh smpoayerba a cum P,P,,O, P, M, P,.V,V,P,,R,fjoh1 234 
phot zon 1 3 bals mpocayeoda F,* B (exc P, P,,) R, O, F; M, M, 
P,, Mon e joh 6 zon 2 16 om evpioxowro P, O, joh 123 46 
op6n tr. B. mod. evpiox. R, F, rov 8. mod. op) O, sod. tr. Biov R, 
rodtreta] add ovpnparra PO, joh1 236 add 4 ovpmparro: 8 joh 4 
st vita eos probabilis commendat isid probabilis sit dion aut 
antea inveniatur recta vita eorum prisca 
cc. iv, v=c. iv y (exc O,) 

iv 1 Bias 8 emOvoavrov § joh I 2 3 4 2 pev| add ow 

S johr 3 46; ov deest in latt 8 cpodporepw O,* P, P, *F,* 


tow [Bial.] O, balsa = Bp.] es Bp. O, 7 Tov wevOous Og om Tou 
ovpBayvrosf£ emdexvupevou Rg 9 tov [ayapr.] Pi; apaprnoay F* 
TNS KOLY. PN KoWwavias py KwWA, Re 11 om Kat [rivwv] O, 12 om «x V, 
om tov V, bals 13 om arrow Pi, om Se P, 14 Tn avty] ToauTy 
M; Py 15 om n [xpod.] P, P,, zon 2 mpooAafovca O,* 16 cup- 
mpatrot V, € oupmpatrn P,, 

iv 1 Tepe... Ovcavrow om F,; in tituloV, Ema 8 V, mpo Bras P,, 
emOupnoavroy P,, ouv8erny. P,, 2 adwrcca F* joh 2 ovot pevor 
[waz] O, 3 pawopevo: [pardp.] R, €cOnra ... modvTreAcorepay P,,. 

VOL. III. L 
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cal perécxoy tov mapacxevacbévros delxvov ddiaddpes, 
ésofev énavréy axpoacbat, tromecety 3¢ rpla ern, edys 8é 5 
porns Kowwwrjoas ern bv0, cat rdre €AOeiy ei 7d réActop. 

V “Oaoe 3¢ avndOoy pera eoOnros wevOtxys Kal avaxecdvtes 
payor perafy 3’ SAns ris avaxAloews daxpvorres, el éxAN- 
pwoay Toy THs URONTSeTEWS TPLETH XpOvOP, xwpis mpoopopas 
dexOjrwoav el 32 py Epayor, 300 tromecdvres Exn Te 
tplr@ Kowwrnodtwcay xwpis sporpopas, tva rd rédAetoy TH 5 
tetpaet(g AdBwor rovs 3¢ émoxénous éfovolay Exew Tov 
tpdnov ths émorpopis soxysdoavras diravOpereveoOa 7 
arelova mpootiOévat xpdvov’ mpd mavTwy dt Kal 6 xpodywr 
Blos xat 6 pera ratra éferaléobw, xal ofrws 7 piravOpwria 
éxiperpeloOu, 10 

VI Tept rév dnedrAn pévoy elfdvrwy xohdcews xa ddpatpévews 
tnapxdvrwv 7 perotxias xal Ovodvrwy cai péxpt Tod mapévros 
Katpod pi} peravonoavray unde émortpepdyrwy, viv de apa 


O,V, 6 xowwverwoar R, (yr) P, O, (nr*) F, (nr) dvo 
ern tr 8 (exc P,,) joh 1 2 4 6 balsa 1 3 
v Lom & 8 (exc P,,) joh 4 2 avaxAnoews V,B(R,O,F, O, P, 
P,, C) R, O,8 (exc V,) V,joh 2 3.4 avaxducews O, mys avaxdycews 
hine incigit R, 5 xowwrncaracay a cum F,R, R, O, 
P,O, P, y (exe P, O,) O, P,, R,joh 1 4 phot zon = cowaverrwcay F, 
P,P, C V, P, O, (ar) 8 (nz) V, (er) Mon P,, (yr) Lf joh 2 (yr) 3 (nz) 
6 bals xowor.| add yporww P,,O,P,,zon adderef bals 
6 rperia O, P,C V, F,® Mone f zon zon-com bals aristenus quarto 
anno, quadriennio latt rovs 8 emoxonous hic deficit P, 
vi 1 pov V, R, R, F, 8 P,; joh bals-com (matt) mints tantum isid 
dion 2 xapis n perouxnowas y (exc O, P,) perouiorasO,9 om 


5 om [evyys] 8 P, CMon 6 0m porns V, bals ern) em P,, ern ern F, 
ern B’ B’ F, rore] add dyow n Oaa ovvodes V, TeXos R, 


v 2 om perafu O, om rns [avan.] Pig 4 8ex6noovra O, vmo- 
wecovtas QO, om ern V; Tw TT | add rus motos ourtoracba 
(schol in M, ex Zonara) Ms; 5 trys rerpaerias V, 6 AaBwow 
add gnow V, 7 gptravOpwnevcacba ?O,* O,; bals 2 8 xpovw P,, 
mpoexov phot 9 Bios ... ravra] xpovos rov BiovO, omo [pera] R,P, 
peraura V; eferacera P,, 


vi 1 [Tepe] 8e F, tn [aweAn] Py ofaytoy M, koAaceav P,, z0n I 
n [xa ap.] P,, om wa apap. Py 2m perol was] V, om Kat [@voavr.} 
Py 3 emrpeparroy R, P, vuv] pn f wept [7. xasp.] L f zon 2 
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Tov Katpov THs ovvddov mporedOdytwy Kad els didvoray Tihs 
émotpopiys yevouevev, dofe péxpt THs peydAns quépas els 5 
Gxpéacw dexOjvat cat pera thy peydAny nudpay tronececiv 
tpla érm xat perd GAda bvo0 érn Kowwvjoat ywpls mpoo- 
gopas Kat otrws édbeiy eri 1d réActov, dore THY Tacav 
éfaerlay mAnpGoa’ el 3€ rives mpd THis avvddov ravrns 
e5€xOnoav els perdvoray, an’ éxeivov rod xpdvov AeAoyieBat 10 
atrots Thy apxnv ris é€aerlas’ ef pévroe tts Klvdvvos xal 
Bavdrov mpocdoxla éx vdcov 7H 4AAnSs Tivds Tpopdcews oVp- 
Baln, rodrous ert Spp dex Ojvat. 

vir [lept ray ovveoriabévrwy év éopryn eOvixn ev tréme apwpio- 
péve Tots €Ovixots, ra Bpopara emexoutcapévwy kal paydv- 
tov, Cdoke dcetlay dwomerdvras dexOjvat Td Se ef xpr pera 
Ths tpoogopas Exacroy tov émoxdmwy doxidoat Kal Tov 


&Adopv Blov éd’ éxdorov eferdoat. 5 
ern 2° R, F, P., 9 ravrns| aurys P, F, C f zon bals 11 
ry rns e€aerias P, F, C Mon P,, zon rnv efaercay e f bals om 


ris P, P, F, O, P,, C V, V, Mon* P,, ef phot zon bals matt aliqut 
periculus prisca st quod isid guodlibet dion 

Vii 1 7 [ev roro] FLV, F,°V,8joh1 246; 7 deest in latt. 2 dal 
add 8 V,y(excO,P,) 7 [xa day.] P,,e fzon bals matt 
4& exacrov F, P®R,O, P, P;, joh2346 exacrw O, phot exacroy 
pera rt. spocd. tr P,,ef zon 13 bals; exacrov dexOnvar explicat 
Zonaras sed latt. omnes legunt ‘wnusquisque episcopus (orum)’ 
Soxipaca| pr efearw O, phot pr ecrw RO, P, pr eom P20, 8e 


joh pr eort so fbals add eon R,zon 2 5 eferaca| afww- 
bals 4 «ara bals 1 4 mpocedd.)| emorpepavrav P, Sayoay | 
Siaxoviay V, evvoay f 5 rns pexpe tr O7 om pexps O,* om 
nuepas P, L 6 nuepay] add nro rny Tov Kv avacraow K.7. A. C 
Tpia ern veowe. tr © 7 om adAa P, 8 ewore L wacay | 
wapovoay C 9 riva O, 10 efed3exOnoay V, es] spos Py, 
Aedoyrora O, CV, AcAoynore joh 3 AoyioOau V; AoyicOnvat bals 1 3 e¢ com 
Aoy(eoOa f bals 2 11 avrots] avrys P,; 12 om ex vooov O,* 
yooou] add avrois e oupBawe R, emovpBan R, matt 18 opas 


Py, 7 [opw] M, 
vii 1 cuvecOabevroy e bals 2 3 ecOiaberrow P,, P,,* Tn [cOncxn] R, ago- 
podévr: fbals 4 2 cOmxors] eOvexns V,*, add ev edwArE1e) TYUXOV 7 adAQ 


TOmW eS TEAETAS avTOIS TEeAOULEVAS avaxepeva (ex Zonarae Com) e €n- 
eoxop. Py 3 om To 8 et xpn Py, om 8€O, omeQ* 40m 
tns V, peTacxey Ts mpoopopas exacroy Tov emoxomoy F',* 5 om 
Buoy L eferaga] add Kkadws V, 


L2 
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VIIL Of 88 Sevrepov Kal tplroy Ovcavres peta Blas rerpaeriay 
tnoTerérwaay, dv0 5¢ ern xwpis mporgopas Kowwvynocdrwcav 
cat rp EBdduw TeAEiws Sex O7TwCAP. 

1X “Ocot 8& pi pdvov aréornoay, GAAG Kal éravéotycay kai 
nvayxacay Gdeddors cat alrios éyévovto Tod dvayxacOjvat, 
otro. érn pev tola rov tis dxpodcews S5e€dc0woav rérop, 
év 88 GAAn é€aerla rov ths tromrécews, GdAov 52 exavrdy 
Kowwvnodtecay ywpis mporpopas, va thy dexaerlay mAnpa- 5 
gaytes rod Tedelov perdoxwow’ ey pévro. TovT TE xpdve 
kat rov GdAov avrav émurnpetobat Blov. 

x Atdxovot, Sco. xaicravrat, map’ atriy riv Kxardoraot el 
euaprupavro kat Epacay xpijvat yapjoat, py Svvapevor otrws 


oa P,R,R,O,F,* 0, P,C  doxpaca, Pi, tr Soxsuara et efe- 
Tara O, 

viii 1 rpeercay O, F, C V, Mon 2 xowarvncarwcar a (exc V, O,) 
B (exe P,,) P, P,, Mon P,,O,P,, phot zon bala13 4 aristenus xowve- 
verwoay V, O, (nt) Pig y (nt: exe P,) 8 (nr: exc P,,) V, LR, f joh 
1 236 bals 2 xowwvnoat joh 4 

ix 8 pev ern tr R, F, P, Pi, 4 rm [addn] 8 (exe P,,) 5 xos- 
voverooay FF, P,, C (nr) R, O, (yr) M, (nr) V, P., R, f joh 3 (nr) 
4 (nr) 6 bals 4 

X 1 ogo caftoravra| cabiorapevos ovo VY, y (exc O,), ovos rabiorapevor 
oot bals om ooo f €¢ epaprupavro] Scepaprupayro V, y bals 
bals-com ee exaprupycarvro P, F,* C Mon* Lf zon diaconi qui- 
cumgque constituuntur st... protestatt sunt, diac. quoque cum 
ordinantur st isid diac. gut sunt ordinandi, si prisca dtac. 
quicumque ordinantur, si dion 2 ednoay y (exc O,) joh 456 


viii 1 Ec R, bals 2 om 8e P,, em@voaytras Pj, rerpaerias O, 
2 vromecarwoay R, P, P, R,O, Py, joh 14 vwomwreracay O; L om [8vo] 
8e F,* M, 3 €B3.) add ere: P,, bala 4 tr dexOnr. et Koww- 
ynr. O; 

ix 1 om de L adda ea exay.in marg Ms; 2 rouvs [adeAq.] Py 
joh 23 46 enav. adeApors Kat nvaye. joh 1 ariot}] avro P,, 
eyevovrou [avayx.] F's 8 om ern R, om rov V, 4 ev be 
aAAn ,.. vmonrwoews repet V, 5 8exarcay M,; V; 6 perexvor LL om 
ev pevror KT. A. ad fin F,* TovTw Tw] ToovTw O, 7 om avrov 
Vv, Tov GAX. en. Biov aut. tr F, emrnpecdw Rs P,. Vs (acdw) 

x c. x. hic omtttitur et inseritur postc.xivL 1 Oc [daw«.]L post xcadtorape- 
vo rasura (f=o00) sequiturbalst omavrnvO, omrnvy FEF, 2 epbacay L 
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pévew, otro. pera tadra yaynoavres Eotwcay ev tH dan* 
peola dia 7d emirpaniva adtovs td Tod éemiorKdmov" TovTO 
d¢ ef res crwmjoavtes kal xaradeEduevor ev tH xetporovia 
Bevery otrws peta Tatra 7AOov emt ydpov, TeTadcBat avrovs 
THs dtaxovlas. 

XI Tas pynotevdeioas xdépas xal pera ratra brs dAAwv dpta- 
yeloas Coker aodl8ocbat Tots mpouynorevoapévors, ef Kat 
Biav tr avrdv rdorev. 

XII Tots mpd tod Bamrloparos reOuxdras Kal pera ‘ratra 
BanrioOévras ed0fev els rdf mpodyerOa ws dmoAovca- 
peévous. 

X11 Xwpemioxdmos pH eFetvar mpeaBurépovs 7 diaxdvous xeEtpo- 
Tovety, GAAG py pnde mpeoBurépovs méArAEws, xwpis Tod 
émerpannvat td Tod émioKOTOU pera ypappdtwy ev érépa 
mapotkla, 


& rapactwmnoartes V, (1 R,*) F, bals 6 xa [pera] M, M, P,, 

Vs [vera] b¢ M, 
xi 1 um. ad. apr. p. ravra tr V, f bals 2 ponorevoap, F,* L 
P,, P,,fzon bals 3 e¢ zon bals matt in comm pepynorevo. C Mon 
xii 2 mpoayerba| add sev 8 (exc P,,) joh 1 2 3.4: Sev deest in latt 
xiii 1 ywpemioxoros R,* P,, Lfjoh 2 3 8 bals 2 xwpemoxomos O, O,* 
xopemoxorov P,, bals-com matt 2 om pny O,f zon 1 bals- 
com speaBurepovs acumBV, Mon R, efjoh 1 zon 1 bals 13 4° 
mpeoBvrepas R, F, 8 (exc P,,) joh234568 mpecBurepov C P,, 


8 ovro] on Pi, ev tn] etn F,O,7* om ev bals 124 4 om 
&a O,* avros L phot zon 2 3 bals rovro Se] rovro: P,, Tovro' e 
8¢ joh 2 bals 5 a Twes 5¢ tr R, om wa [xaradef.] C f joh 5 
6 es yapoy P,, 7 dax | Oeas kowvonas Pi, 


xi 2 edofev] add as tafiw Rg add ravras V, mpoopynorapevas P,, om 
e: wae ad fin P,, 3 wap avrov f 
xii 2 spocayeocOau M, 
xiii 1 ywpemioxomo: zon 2 efcevas zon 2 7| was L 2 pre R, 
8 &a [ypapparor] f matt om ew F, 


1) et in codd regin 52, ottob 249, brit mus arun §33. 
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xIv Tots év xAjnpy mpecBurépovs 7 diaxdvous dvras Kat dre- 
xouevous kpeGv Cdokev pdarecOar xai otrws, el BovaAouro, 
kparety éavrGv’ el dé 47) BovAowro, ws pnde Ta pera KpeGv 

| BadAcueva Adxava eoOlav, cai pH imelkovey TH xavent, 
metradabat avrovs Tis Tdfews. 5 

xv Ilept ray dcadepdvtay r@ xvptaxg, dca emoxdnov pn dvros 

mpecBvrepo. émeAnoay, dvaxadrgcicbar Td Kupiaxdy’ év &e 

™m Kploe. Tod émirxdnov etvat, elre mpoojKes AtmoAaBety THY 

Tysny etre kat py, 54a Td TOAAdKLS THY TpdcodoV TGY TETPpA- 
pévey dmodedmxévat avrots TovTos tAclova THY Tin. 5 


zon 2 3' bals-com matt emoxoras y (exc R,F, extoxomas O,* -ous 
cum pnde mpecBurepous in marg O,*) phot? adda pny da mpecBu- 
repor P,, exaorn y 8 joh 1-8 latt 
xiv 1 om xat [amexop.] P,, e f zon bals 8 «: de pn Bovd, a (P,*P, 
O, 0, P,F, V;)cum R, P, F\* V,2V, LO, R, fjoh 4 bals « 3 Bov- 
Aowro R, P,* B (P; R, O, F,* O, P, P,,V.") P,P, 20n et 8¢ Bded- 
vocowro V,O,C y8 Mon joh 1 2 3 5 6 8 phot latt om ws pnde 
fbals1 24 om as bals 3 4 xa ec py P,* P, F,O,P,, V5 
P,® nat unde bals e« de wy fmatt 
xv 1 [eps] de V, y (exc O, P,) 2 rw xupcaco Fy P,, V, ad 
tus (twra) ecclesiasticum reuocari latt reuocart res eoclestasticas 
(monac 6243) revocare . .. dominicam (reg 1997) 3 emep 
B (exc P,) Mon P,, e joh2 zon « f bals 4 om xa [pn] R, P,P, 
O,R,R, «aodov P, P, F, O, P,, C V, Mon bals-com = rempap- 
pevovO, merpaypevwv V,O, (1F,*)8 V, O,P,,P,, joh3 4 zon 2 bals 


234 5 om rovros P,,. M,P,,e om rnv P,O,O, P,, zon 
2 bals 2 
xiv 1 n) «a LP,, 2 eBofeveveparr. O, BovAayro R, 8 [«par.] 


avrov f zon 2 3 bals BdeAvoowrTo O, R, (in R; Avooco sup ras) B8edAvo- 
cgovro P, O, Ms eBdedAAvacovro P,, of 5€ BSeAAvoowrTo joh 5 « 8e ovras 
Bovdovra: amexesOar ws pnde explicat Zonaras om tra V; om 
pera Rg = raw [xpeay] O, 4 unnxoey R, F; 8 (exe P,,) vrecevey L 

xv 1 emoxonw py ovre Pi, [emon.] te Og 3 ere xpy [awodaBev] joh 
16 matt 4 ripny] add rous kaxws wynoapevous phot 5 amosovrva 
R, f om Tour. mAcova Pi, rns Tripns f 


1) et in codd regin 57, monac 45, brit mus add 28823. 
%) sed in cod monac 122 (? Photii) xwpemoxonous . . . speaBurepous mokews ... €v 
€T€pa exaoTn exapxa (sic), 
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Xvi [lept rév dAoyevoapévwy 7 cal addoyevopévwr, Scot mpiv 


xvi 


elxocaerets yevéoOat tpaprov, wévre xai déxa éreow d10- 
mecovtes Kowwvlas Tvyxaverwoay tijs els Tas mpocerxds, 
elra éy tH Kxowevlg dareA€vavres ern Tévte, TérE Kab Tis 
mpocgopas éhanrécOwoay eferalécOw 8¢ abray cai 6 év5 
Ti bnonmtace Blos, Kat otrws rvyxavérwoay ris gdiAar- 
Opwrlas: el S€ ries KaTaxdpws év Tots Guaprnpact yeydvace, 
THY paxpay éxérwoay Undnrwcw. Sco. 5% bmepBavtes THY 
nAcklay ravrnyv Kat yuvatkas éyovres mepimentoxact TO 
Guaprypart, wévre xat elxoow éreow tnonerdvtEs, KowWwvias 10 
tvyxavérwoay ths els ras mpocevyds, elra éxreAéoartes 
mévre éry év Tj Kowwvlg TGv evyGv TvyXavéTwoay Tis TpoT- 
gopas. el dé twes xal yuvatkas éxortes xal UmepBavres Tov 
HEVTNKOVTAETH Xpovoy Fpaprov, emi tH e€€dd@ Tod Biov rvy- 
Xavérwoay Tis Kowwvlas. 15 


1 Hept] add 8 y (exc O, P,) 4 ara] add xa V, y (exc O, P,) 
P,, f bals ern revre hine incipit P, om trys [mpood. | 
R, P, P, O; 8 ovo de] hic incipit novus canon O,V, R, 
12 ery] add erepa 8 (exc P,,) joh 1 2 4 (joh 36 om erepa) altero 
quingquennio isid in gua quinquennio durantes dion 


Xvi 1 adoywyev.O,P,, adrdAcyev. F, L om was [adroy.] C Ps Mon joh 2 3 


zon23bals3 2 ereow)ern zon 8 Kowoy.... mpocevx.]| Kovovnrwoay 
Tov mpooevxxov O, omkay. trvyxy.L tvyxayverwoay O, Tvyxaverw M, 
mpocevx.| add ara nas ev Tn Kowvowa RareAccayTes KoWomas TYYXaVETO- 
gay Tns ets Tas mpocevxas V,* Tns| Tas Vs 4 ey Tn Kow] Kavovas 
V5 d:areAcrwoay M, wat [rore] O, om rore O, 5 om efera- 
(ecw .. . prravOpwmr. Ry O,; (in marg O,) om Se F, 6 vzorr.] 
umocrace M, exorrwce L 7 warax.| kaxoupyws bals1*34 apaprnp.} 
add rovrots © 8 exeTaoay Thy paxpay tr R, vworrwow exer. tr P,, 
joh 2 36 9 om ravrny Pio om «az [‘yurv.] Pi, joh 3 yuvaixa 
P,, zon bals 4 10 apaprnp.} add rovrw M, L zon-com om 
ereot P,, ern joh 2 €T. umomec.| eT) vBowecerwoay ka O, ll rvy 
Xay.] aftovcbwoay L rns] Tay R, om tns es tas... rvyxaver. P,, 
evxas V, joh 1 26 12 ey tn Koy.] THS Kowamas L = eva spocevxav 
Vs; guvrvyxaverwoay 0, VV, omrnys [ap.]O,  spoodop.) corvanas LO, 
18 e 8¢ rev.] oc re Twes Py uwepavafayres QO, P,, om xa uw. F,* 
14 wevrnkoraern R, wevre xa ecxooroy P,, sxevrnxooroy bals 2 (? O,) 


sevrnetyn F,* Ts wow. TvyX. tr V_ 
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XVII Tots dAoyevoapévovs Kat Aenpovs dyras roe AeTpwcaytas, 
rovrovs mpocérafev % a&yla obvodos els rovs xemuaCouevous 
ev eo 8at. 

XVIII EY tives éwicxotot xatactradéyres Kat pH SexOévTes io 
rns tapotxlas éxelyns, els tv avopdoOnoay, érépats Bov- 
Aowro mapotxlats éméva cat BialeoOat rovs xadeoréras 
kat otdcets xivety Kat avtév, TovTovs adopl(ecOa éav 
pévrot BovAowro els 76 mpeaBuréperoy xabéCecOat, évOa Hoay 5 
mpotepov mperBurepor, py amroBddAEcOat avtovs THs TiuAs” 
dap 8@ diacracid(woe mpos Tots kabeorGras éxet émioxdTovs, 
ddatpetcOat avrovs cat Thy Tysny Tod mperButepelov Kai yi- 
verOat avrovs exxnpvxrovs. 

XIX “Oot trapbeviay émayyeAdAcpevot AOerodor THv énayyeAlap, 
roy Tay dvyduwv Spoy éxmAnpotrwcay' ras pévro. cvvEpxo- 
pévas tapOevovs ticly as ddeAdas exwAvoaper. 


XVill 1 Ocrewes PO, O, P; C M, V, P,, P,, 8 ey[xabeororas | 8 (exc 
P,,) joh 4 6 4 cay pevra hinc deficit R, 6 aroBadecba 
R, O, 8 (exe M, P,,) 7 Sicraciacover V, Sioracafover F, F, 
oraoiafoot C R,* Mon P,, LO, f bals 4 matt 8 om xa: [ryv rep. | 
R,O,F; 

xix 1 Oca hinc inciynt denuo P, erayyedA. a (R, P, O, P, V, 
V,) cwm B (exc R, P, P,) y Mon P,, O, f joh 6 zon zon-com bals 
exayyedopeva F, R, P,P, P,,V, L P,, joh 3 emayyerdapevr P,O,0,8 
(exc P,,)joh 1 2 4 aristenus professt, pollicits isid quanti promt- 
serunt prisca promittentes dion 2 ovra [rov| 8joh (cum 
joh 7): deest in latt 3 om as R, O, adeAgoas f bals 
matt aristenus adeAdovs L tanquam sorores latt 


XViil adoyevop. Ry 2 eavrous P,, apoeragey R, mpoceragey rovrous 
tr V, bals 3 mpocevxecOa P,, f joh 

Xvili 1 vio] rapa V, bals 3 2 Bovdovro O, BovAoyra: zon 3 3 emevas| 
eovevat F, ameva: Lf 4 ovoracesO,V, «ad cavrovO, aop.] 
add ev@a noay mpotepoy speoBurepa F, 5 xabec{ecOa V, Kad. es To 
ap. tr P;; mporepot V4 6 om ns O,F; 7 om eav diacrad. 
22 e THY Tiyny Py mpos| mpous O, emox.| emtpotos P49 
8 avras L apeoBurepov C Mon P,; P,, bals 3 matt 9 om avrous 
LP, evenpuxtous V; 

xix 1 ¢xayy] add Kay avdpes esvey way yuvanes (ex comm. Zonarae) P,, 
AqTv...opy~L mwAnpout, L Pi, exnAnp. opov tr Ry 
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xX "Edy rivos yuri) porxevOy 7) poixevon rs, ev énra Ereor 
det abroy tod reAelov Tuxety Kata Tovs BaOpots Tovs mpo- 
dyovras. 

XXI Tlept rév yuvaixGv rév éxmopvevovady xal avatpovody ra 

, Q lol , Cal ‘4 
yevvepeva kai orovdalovceay POdpia Trovety, 6 prev mporepos 
Bpos péxpts e£ddou exodAvoev, kal Tovr@ ovvTlOevtat’ idav- 
Opwrdrepoy dé tT. evpdvTes wploayev SexaerH yxpdvoy Kara 

\ AM \ e 4 
Tous BaOpovs Tovs wpiopevous. 5 

XXII Ilept éxovclwy dover, tromnrérwcay pév, Tod 5@ redelov ev 
T@ TéAEL TOD Blov KaraLovcbwaar. 

XXII ’Emi dxovalwy ddveav, 6 wey mpdrepos Spos év éraeria xe- 
Aevet Tod TeXelov peTracyeiy KaTa TOYS Hpiopéevovs Badpods: 
6 dé devTepos Tov TEVTAETH xpovoy TZANPOcat. 


xx 2 8 a cum y8V, Mon joh phot bals done B(P, def) P,,ef zon 
reddatur isid consequi oportet dion oportet prisca § mpocayovras 
R,* R, 0,8 O, 

Xx1 2 omovdacwv 8 (exc M, P,,) mpwros 8 (exc P,,) joh 3 (joh 1 
246 mporepos) mpwrepos P,, antiqua isid dion primum constitu- 
twm prisca 8 cvvribera y (exc P,) V, fjoh 2 4 cvvriberOa 

_P,: latt om xat rour. ovr. 4 xpovov) add mrnpwoca F'*8 
joh 1234 wpopev.| add mrnpwoa V,y f phot bals: mAnp. deest 
in latt 

Ordo cc. xxii, xxiii invertitur in P, P,,e fzon bals matt 

XX1l1 1 Em a cum B (exc O,P,) y P,, V, Mon joh 2 3 6 phot Hep: O, P, 
C8 (exc P,,) P,,e fjoh 1 4 zon bals 3 exmAnpwoa 8 (exc P,,) 
explere dion 


xx 1 rivos] tis V, 2 om rvxevw F,* xara tous spo. Bad. P;; 

xx1 1 om row L wopvevovooy V, exmopvevowy V, Pi, avaipouvray O, 
2 yevvopeva O, R, M, P,, Vy yevoueva V,* R, F, Ms O, Py, yeyerynueva L 
wat [POopia} C POoporney P,, joh 3 3 exwAve phot 4 om be 
Pi om 71 O, R,* eup.| wovouvres P,, P,, bals matt 5 ad finem 
add rn ayia auvod8e V, Tov rov mpockAaovros Tov axpowpevou Tov vNOECOY- 
Tos Tous guvecrwras (schol.in M, ex comm Zonarae) M, 

xxiil tow [exovo.] F, P, bals 4 vrommer. R, pe] 8 L Tou TEX. 


8 tr f zon 3 bals TeAeov] TreAous L mpos Tw TeAG P,, joh 
2 afiovodwoay L 
xxiiil axovo.] add 3« Mon aporepos F,*M,P,.V; spwros F, M; joh 4 


exnta etn P,, enraeti Fs; 3 om rov O; O, 
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XXIV Of xarapaprevdpevot kal tats ovvnOelas trav eOvav é£axo- 
Aovbodvres 7) elodyovrés tivas els rovs éavtdyv olkous émi 
dveupécet happaxerdv 7} kal xabdpoet, 1d Tov Kavova miTTE- 
Twoay THs Tevtaetlas Kata Tovs Babuovs rods wpicpevovs, 
tpla érn tronrécews Kal dvo ern edyfjs xwpls mpooopas. § 

Xxv Mynorevodpevds tis Kdpnv mpocepOdpy rij ddeAdy aris, 
@s kal émipopioa avryy’ eynuev 58 riy pynoTHy pera Tadra, 
7 8& Oapetoa amny€aro’ of cvveddres exeAcvcOnoay év 
dexaerla dexO7jvat els Tovs cvvertSras Kara Tovs @piopévous 
Babpovs. 5 


xxiv 1 xpovwv P, P, P,* F,* O, PC V, xaraxodovb. P., f bals 
8 avapece V, Mon P,, LO, f matt avepevrgoes P,, joh 2 (avatpev- 
moe joh 3) om xa O, P,V,V,V,V, Lf bals1 3 4 
& rs [vmorr.| 8 (exe P,,) joh 1 4 

xxv 1 eav [mpoepOapn] y (exc R,: O,8 del eav) V, si quis sponsam 
habens isid sed quidam sponsam habens cod monac 6243 et dion 
2 emopnoa a (exc R, P,*) cwm R, P, F,2 0,2 8 (exc M, M,) V, 
Mon? P,, L joh 2 3 6 7 phot bals emopeom R, P,* B (exc R, P,) 
Mon* O, P,, joh 1 zon epdhopnoa y (emopnoa O,* epopyoa F,) 
emipoptiaat (ex schol M,) M,M,joh 48 em@wpaca f 3 7 de 
adeAgn n PO. Sjoh: 7 adeAdn deest in latt 4 8exa ereow P,, 


ef zon 

xxiv 2 otxous avrav M, osx. eavr. joh 3 83 om 7 F,; joh 234 7 wa xu O, 
xaGapoe] avevpece O,* 4 nevra,] efaervasL = om etn [evxys] Pie 
om evxns P,, P,; Joh 2 34 om xupis F,* 7s [mpood.] Py 

xxv 1 cay tis mp. O,*  apoepOapn P,, fjoh 2 mpocepOapa 5 (exc P,,) V,joh34 
2 om kas [empop.} C empoprnoa schol. in M, V et in marg Vs et in 
textu joh 8 pynorev0eccay M, peravra Vs 3 om be P,, 
o:] add 8 R, M, cuvordores O, 4 dexania P, om 5exOnva R, O,* 
(tn marg O,) e:s] avrovus P,, 5 Geaous [Babpu.] Vs 


In textu Py, éppnveia ex comm. Zonarae sequuntur cc. x, xiv, xv; in textu 
C épynveta quae nec in Zonara nec in Balsamone reperiuntur, sequuntur 
cc. Vi (cxowel Qs Thy Kowwviay «7. A.), x (Boxed paxecOau x.7.A.); of. etiam 
cc. i, Vi. 
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B. ESSAY. 


The aim of the present essay is to offer a small contribution 
to the work of forming an accurate text of the Canons: a 
work which has indeed yet to be begun. For the great 
editors of the Canons from Justel downwards have practically 
omitted that part of their labours: they have consulted but 
few MSS, and in their editions have as a rule specified the 
authorities neither for their text, nor for the variants which 
they have added. It is true that Cardinal Pitra felt the de- 
ficiency and set himself to the task ; but his apparatus criticus 
is not only inadequate, and by no means exhaustive, but also 
incorrect, some of the readings he cites from Vatican MSS 
being certainly wrong!. Thus in the want of a critical edition 
errors have become stereotyped in the printed text; for ex- 
ample, confining ourselves in this essay to the Canons of 
Ancyra, I have been able to find no MS authority: whatever 
for two readings in the edition at present most accessible, 
I mean that of Bruns?, viz.: cc. xv dvaBadeicOa, xxiv om 
tovs [wpiopevovs]; his reading érn tromecérwoap xai (c. Xvi) 
only occurs in one MS, O,; other readings have only very 
weak, or late authority, e.g. in ¢. xill, xwpemioxdmous, GAAG 
pyndé. Again, many of the variants given in his footnotes 
I have come across in no MS, e.g. ¢. i mpocayxAGor, ili tept- 
oxeévras, Gpaptnoavras, X yapeiv, Xvi Tlept roy ddAdyws x.T.d., 
xxi ovymiOevrat, while most of the readings cited from 
Beveredge are really due to Balsamon, as Beveredge’s text 
was simply a reprint of a fourteenth century MS of 
Balsamon’s commentary (bals 2). 


1 E.g. in his app. crit. on the Ancyran Canons, c, ii lepas om vatic. 2 (= Rs), 
iii b95 Twa, cum vatic., iv opodporépy vatic. 2, vi om Tis vatic. 2, 3, xiii xape- 
moxémous vulgo, tv éxaory vatic. 2, xx édy Tis yuvy vatic, 2, are certainly wrong. 

2 Can. Apost. et Concil. recognovit H. T. Bruns. Berlin, 1839. His text is 
based on Mansi’s edition of 1759. 
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For the present apparatus criticus we have collations of 45 
MSS of the Councils and about 12 MSS of editors and com- 
mentators, the printed texts of the commentators and Latin 
versions, with a few readings from MSS of the latter. The 
examination of these authorities points to some preliminary 
considerations. 

(a) The early MSS, at least those of the tenth and eleventh 
century, very readily fall into three distinct groups, a, B, y: 
in the five oldest of our MSS, of the tenth century, we have 
an extreme and exclusive type of each of these groups. How- 
ever as the MSS get later, we find the lateness of date 
marked not only by a great increase in the number of variants 
and in inaccuracy, but also by confusion between the group 
readings. In the twelfth century, for instance (when also a 
new and distinct group 5 comes first within our view), a MS 
of a, V,, begins to show several distinct readings of y and 8; 
e.g. it reads with y 8 ¢. viii cowwvelrwoay, xiv BdeAvooarTo, 
xxl add mAnpGoa: with 8, c. vi pdvn (Gf. y), XV wempaypever : 
with y, ¢. ili mpoodexOytrwoay, vii [tdia] dé, x Kadtordpevor Soot 
dveuaprpavtro, mapacwwmjoavres, xv [[lepi] dé, xvi [efra] Kat. 
In B also we find for the first time signs of connection with 5, 
e.g. P, reads c. iii mepicyeOévras, uBaddvrwv, and with C 
v kowwvelrwoay, xxiii Hep, C also has xiv BdeAvocowro. In 
the next century, our a MS O, has characteristics both of B 
(c. il tepas, rovrovs, iv epodporépe) and of 8 (c. i dvatadalcarras, 
lil éuBaddvrwy, Vill kowwvytTwoav, xiv BdedAvcowTo, XV TETpPAy- 
Béevwv, X1x émayyetAduevot). We also reach some MSS which 
might be assigned to a, but have so many agreements with 
other families, that they are best left apart. E.g. V, has c. 
ii tovrovs with B, cc. v and viii xowwvelrwoav, XV Tempay- 
péevev with 8, and c. ii dprov, viii xowwvelrwoay, XV TO KUpLaKa, 
Xx1 ovvrlOera, xxv édy mpocepOdpn with y—but on the other 
hand c. xiv ef 5 wi BovAowro witha: V, is also marked by 
a number of interpolations, e.g. gyow, os elpnra, ry ayla 
avvddm, etc. Mon. has some marked coincidences with 8, 
e.g. c. lil mpoodyerOat, vi om tis, xv elcodov, but also c. v 
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xowavelrwcay with 8, xiv BdeAvooowro with y 8, Further 
these later MSS have a number of entirely new, or exegetical, 
readings, This confusion then of group readings occurring 
only in late MSS ought not to affect our division of the 
earlier MSS. It will only serve to show (1) that these 
readings are likely corrections or errors, and so were such in 
their origin, or (2) that the existence of certain various read- 
ings and recensions had become known and exercised influ- 
ence. At the same time in our treatment of the groups we 
must bear in mind the distinction between these two classes 
of variations: (1) those peculiar to the group, or ‘ group read- 
ings,’ (2) those supported by other groups or external evidence, 
which may accordingly be, not marks of a group, but the right 
reading. 

(b) There is another cause to which probably a great number 
of the various readings are due. From very early times, from 
John of Antioch in the sixth century onwards the Canons 
have been subject to the operations of numerous editors and 
commentators: editors who have arranged the Canons in col- 
lections (cvvrdypara) according to their subject-matter, such 
as John Scholasticus, presbyter of Antioch, patriarch of Con- 
stantinople in 564, Photius, patriarch in the ninth century, 
Symeon the Logothete, and the Aieromonachus Matthew Blastar 
(c. 1335), and commentators who have written commentaries 
on the text, such as John Zonaras, drungarius and protos a 
secretis, who wrote before 1120, Alexander Aristenus, and 
Theodore Balsamon, patriarch of Antioch, disappointed of the 
patriarchate of Constantinople about 1190. If these nume- 
rous editors have not arbitrarily emended the text, yet their 
glosses and interpretations may easily have caused variants, 
as in some MSS their actual words have crept into the text: 
thus comments of Zonaras occur in the text of M, (cc. v, xxi), 
of LO, P,, (c. vii), and of P,, (c. xix); other scholia are found 
in P, (c. 1) and C (ce. i, vi). Hence if we find a variant in 
some MSS agreeing with the text of a commentator, and not 
of older date, we shall not err in ascribing it to his influence ; 
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and in fact we shall not err in assigning to that source the 
great mass of late variants. To confirm this presumption 
we give a list of readings occurring in late MSS and also in 
Zonaras and Balsamon and possibly due to them :— 


c. iv om pérns bals V, 
v add xpévp zon P,, O, P,, 
add ére bals f 
vi rp éfaeriay balse f 
Vii 4 [xai day.| zon bals matt P,, ef 
éxagrov p. THs mpood, zon bals P,, ef 
éore rd [8oxep.| bals f 
xi tm. AA. dpm. pera ravra (tr) bals V, f 
penorevoapévors zon bals 3 matt F,* LP,, P,,f 
Xlii yeperloxorov bals-com matt P,, 
mpeoBurepoy Zon 2 3 bals-com (matt) C P,, 
xiv om xal [dmexou. | zon bals P,, ef 
[xpareiv] airaéy zon 2 bals f 
om ws pnd bals f 
xv el mpoonxe bals f 
XVii mpocéragtey rovros (tr) bals V, 
xix ddeAgois aristenus bals matt f 
Xxi rovoivres bals matt P,, (P,,) 
cc. Xxii, xxiii invert zon bals matt P, P,, ef 
Xxii roi red. d¢ (ér) bals f 
XXiv xaraxodovOouvres bals P,, f 
xxv dexd érecw zon P,, ef 


The following readings are probably due to Matthew 
Blastar :— 


C. Xill dd ypappdrov matt f 
xiv ef 8€ pi) dmelxoey matt f 

XVili rov mpeoBurépov matt f 

cf. c. xxiv dvapéoe matt V, Mon P,, L O, f 

The following readings, which are certainly not right, 

should also be noticed :— 

c.v rpteria Og P,C V, F,* Mon e f zon bals aristenus 

vi [ovvd8ou] adris P, F, C fzon bals 

ray ms é£aerias P, F, C Mon P,, zon 
x éyaprupjoavro P, F,* C Mon* Lfzon 
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Readings which may be due to Photius are :— 

C.vli ekdore ... é&éarw phot O, 
Xlll émoxéras médews phot R, O, P, C2 
xxi [dpiop.| wAnpdoa phot V, yf bals 

The close relation between the texts of John of Antioch 
and group 8 will be considered later on. 

(c) The extent of the difficulty caused by the influence of 
editors and commentators will be seen, when we realize that 
we have no independent MS prior to their work. Zonaras 
and Balsamon are indeed late (twelfth century), but we have 
no MS older than the ninth century, in which Photius 
lived, while John of Antioch dates three centuries earlier, and 
the MSS of his Syntagma are about as old as those which we 
possess of the Canons themselves. Thus we have no inde- 
pendent MSS, and in fact the families of the MSS do seem 
to correspond to the texts of these editors: the text of John 
Schol. and of 8 are very similar; the same might almost 
be said of « and Photius; and, though indeed there is not 
the same extent of similarity, yet the texts of Zonaras and 
Balsamon seem based on those of B and y respectively—at 
least there are several coincidences which point to this con- 
clusion ; lastly, some striking coincidences imply that the 
text of f with its numerous fresh variants is that of Matthew 
Blastar. To form an estimate of the trustworthiness of these 
editors we can only argue from (1) internal evidence and 
(2) the renderings of the versions. 

Of the versions, the most important is the Latin, which we 
possess in three forms, in the so-called Isidorian and ‘ Prisca’ 
versions, and in the translation of Dionysius Exiguus. This 
evidence ought to be important, as the versions were made early ; 
the Isidorian in the first half, and the Prisca in the second half 
of the fifth century, while Dionysius must have translated the 
Canons before 523, when Pope Hormisdas died?, On the other 

1 For all statements concerning the Latin versions and mss reference is 


made once for all to Maassen Geschichte der Quellen in der Literatur des 
canonischen Rechts im Abenlande. 
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hand, the Latin is not so helpful as it ought to be, (a) because 
of the variety of the translations: of the so-called Isidorian 
version there are two very different forms! ; the two MSS ? of 
the Prisca by no means agree; and of Dionysius’ text there 
are four distinct recensions®. Further, of these versions 
themselves we possess at present no critical edition, the de- 
sirability of which will be seen when we come to discuss the 
thirteenth Canon of Ancyra. (4) The early translators seem 
to have been very ignorant of Greek, or at least very often 
quite unable to understand the meaning of the Ancyran 
Canons. Hence, not only do we have wrong translations, 
as e.g. in ¢. vil for 7d 8 ef xpy mera ris mpoodopas x.T.d. 
the Prisca gives us quia oportet et post oblationem unumquemque 
episcopum probare, but the translators give such free renderings 
or paraphrases as to throw little light on the original Greek, 
The difficult passage in c. 11 mepicxicbévras Frou els yxetpas 
was too hard for them, and they afford us no help; for c. xiv 
the Isidorian translators give a lengthy paraphrase, while the 
Prisca so abbreviates it that we cannot tell whether BdeAvc- 
gowro was read or no. In the Isidorian text we have lengthy 
explanations of dAoyevopévey in c. xvi and of drydpwyr in ¢. xix, 
while it renders as kal émopjoat adryy in c. xxv e7que inhae- 
sertt tamquam suae et sibt expetendam esse contunctionem: éav 
TIWOS yuvn wotxevO7 in c. xx, and xat rovT@ ovvrlOevrat In Cc. XX1 
it omits altogether. Even Dionysius, in spite of his claim 
to greater accuracy, is by no means immaculate, thus e.g. 
éf’ éxdorov (c. vii) he renders et singulos actus, werd ypapparwv 
(c. xiii) vel litterts, xat pi trelkovev (c. xiv) fanquam non con- 
sentientes ; xal rovr@ ovvriOévrat in c. xxi he also omits‘. 


To turn now to the MSS themselves, as has been already 
said, the early MSS readily fall into three families a, B, y, 


1 The vulgate text, and the older form found in the Freising ms (cod. 
monac, 6243) and the Wurzburg ms (cod. mp. th. f. 146). 

* Codd. vatic. reg. 1997 and bod. mus, Io1, 102, 103. 

* The first and second editions by Dionysius himself, the Dionysio-Hadrian 
edition, and the Bobbian Dionysius. 

‘ Cf. the Latin renderings given on pp. 186, 187. 
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and a fourth distinct family § appears in the twelfth century : 
in the case of B and y, it is true, it is hard to form a fixed line 
of demarcation and a fixed text, but there are distinct classes 
of passages where we may expect variations in each group 
respectively, and the MSS in each group all tend towards a 
definite type of text. It is then time to give the characteris- 
tic readings of each group. 

a, As this essay does not profess to restore the original text 
of the canons, the text of one of the groups has been printed, 
and that of a chosen on the assumption, to be subsequently 
verified, that it is the nearest representative of the original text. 
And this on the following grounds: (1) its MS authority, 
including three MSS of the tenth century, is as good as or 
better than that of the other families; (2) these MSS give a 
very definite type of text; (3) this text is the easiest one to 
assume as the basis of the others, as it occupies a middle posi- 
tion from which the other three groups diverge in different 
directions, whereas each of the other groups possesses a number 
of distinctive readings which would have to be discarded 
before it could serve as the starting point for variation in the 
directions of the other groups ; (4) in many cases the internal 
evidence is distinctly in favour of a. The MSS are R, P, P, 
(s. x) O, O, P, F, (s. xi) V, (s. xii) O, (s. xiii) V,(s.xv); and the 
text differs from that of Bruns as follows :— 


aC. i feparsis Bruns: iepas 
ouveldorev ovvl8orev 
lil mpoayeoOa mpooayer Oat 
Vi ef pévros ris xivduvos el pévros xivduvos 
vii eferdoa afiaoat 
Kill ywperoxdzross xXopemiondrous 
GANG phy pnde GAAa pnde 
xiv ef 3€ uy BovAowro ei 3€ BovAowro 
Kat py Umeixovey kai ef pn Ureixovey 
XV dvaxaneiobat avaBaXeio Oat 
eire elrep 
apdaodoy eicodov 
XV1 ereow tromecdvres érn tromecérwoay Kat 
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c. xx dé Soxet 
Xxiv ever xpdvev 


rovs Babpovs rovs wpiopevous 


XXv émipopncat 


This text has a great similarity to that of Photius’, which 


émiopécas 


however presents the following variants :— 


C. 1 avaraAaicavras x [émerpawjva| adrois 
il rovrovs cvvidotey Xili émioxdrots wéAews 


li 


om ris re [rod dprov| 
dvdynns 


xiv ei 8€ B&eAvVocowrTo 


xv [repqy] rods xaxds dyyoape- 


mpoeEntag On vous [etre] 
v [6] mpodxav [Bios] XVili Ofrewes (ft 1, sed tm itt 8 
Vl om npépay Et rives) 

mAnpoow XX1 éxdAve 

om ts [apsopevous] mAnpaoat 


Vil 


Within the group we have these variants in more than one 


éxdote .. . ef€oTw 


MS :— 


dvarra\aicavras P,* O,O, cum P,*8 e joh phot etc 


c. 1 


ii rovrovs O, P, O, V; BP, M,* P,, V, phot 
éuBaddvrov F', O, P, O, 8 P,, O, P,, zon ec 
iii mpoeEnracén P, F, V, F, P, PV, f phot 
vi émrpeavrov R, P, 
vii 4 &v rong F, V, F? V, 8 joh 
Viii tpseriav O, F, CV, Mon 
jnonecdtwoay R, P, P, R,O,P., 
cowwveiraoay V, QO, P,, y5 V, LR, fjoh ete 
xiv «i 5¢ BotAowro R, P,* B P,, P,, zon 
ei 8¢ BdeAvcoavTO V, O, C y 8 Mon joh phot latt 
xv om xai [pn] R, P, P, O, R, BR, 
merpaypevov V, O, 3 V,0, P,, Pi, 
om rip [riwqv] PO, O, Pr; 


rovs Babpovs wptopévous 


xvi om ris [mpoop.] R, P, P, O, 
"Ocor dé incip noveanO,V, R, 
our[ rvyxaveracar] O, V, 

XViii Ofrwes? P, O, O, 


P, C M,V, Ps Py 


1 or-whose text, however, we have to rely on the accuracy of Card. Mai’s 
printed edition: cf. p. 141. 

2 This reading is not significant. The illuminator seeing «reves might readily 
suppose it to be the familiar Orrives. 
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C, XV1ll ovordces O, V, 
xix énayyeiAdpevn P,O,O, Sjoh124 


om os R, O, 
xxiv om kai O, P, V, V, V, V, Lf bals 
Xxv émipopéoa R, P,* B Mon* O, P,, zon 


The following significant readings occur in single MSS :— 
in V, ¢c. 11 mpood8exénracav cum y bals 


Vi pdvy R, RB, F, 8 P,, joh 
Vii [ta] d¢ Y 
xX xabtordpuevot Goo... 
dcepapripavro y (bals) 


mwapactwmnoavres (7R,*) F;, bals 
xv [[lepi] 8€ Y 
xvi [etra] xai y P,, fbals 
XVLi mpocéragey rovrous tr bals 
xxi [dpiop.| wAnpooa ‘yy f phot. bals (cf) 


in O, c. v rpteriq? cum P, C V, Mone fzon bals 
in F, c. ili mpoodyerba(1a m.)cum B R,O,F, M, M, P,, Mone 
Vil éxdorou P,2 R,0, P, P,, joh 2 3 4.6 
iX Kowwvelrooay F, P,, C R, O, M, V, P,; Rf 
XV T@ Kuptak@ yP,V, 
XIX émayyeAduevos RPP. Pav blu 
in O, ¢. ii lepas cum B P,,e zon 
lv ogodporépp (1am.) P, P,* F,* 0, V, 
Vlil &kaorm ... éféoTw phot 


Among the MSS we notice a close agreement between per- 
haps the two oldest MSS of all—R, P,, in fact they only differ 
in two places, c. vil éopry rh éOv. R, and c. ix om érm R,. Thus 
our two oldest MSS, and they of the tenth century, having 
been copied from the same archetype (hardly from one another, 
being of the same age), their text, which is practically a, is 
carried back to a much earlier date. It is to be marked that 
these MSS agree with B in two significant places, ce. xiv, xxv. 
V,, our latest MS included in the group, is most probably a 
copy of O,, as it only varies from it in reading c. iii mpoefy- 


1 O, also reads 7rpreriay in c. viii, Mon. agreeing with it in both places: the . 
readings here probably affected one another. 
M 2 


c. xx 8oxet omn+ P, 
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rao6n, c. vii 7) év rém. In O, we see for the first time the un- 
doubted hand of the corrector, viz. in c. v tpier(qg; and the 
group further shows how the variants and agreements with 
other families creep in. Thus a later MS, O, (s. xiii), has dis- 
tinctive readings both of B, y, and 8, the value of which will 
be examined later ; O, also has an emendation of Photius in 
c. vii (cf. also c. xiv). Lastly, V, has a very close agreement 
with y, only it retains a’s readings on some most decisive 
points; it shows a remarkable agreement in these variations 
and others with Balsamon, ef. the lists on p. 20. 

B. This group shows a gradual deflection from a, so that 
it is difficult to give an exact text, but the following list 
of variants will show the direction and the degree of the 
divergence. The MSS are P,(s.x) R, R, O, P, P, F, O, (s. xi) 
P, P; P,, C (s. xii) V, (s. xiii), but in P, cc. i-xvi, and in P, ce. 
vi-xviil are wanting, so that they are not counted in the 
following table. 

Variants from a in 11 MSS :— 

cum P,,ef zon 
in 10 MSS :— 
xv elrep P,R,R,O, F, Oo a Mon Pe zon { Congr. 


P,,CV, cuma P, 
in 9 MSS :— 
li tovrous P, R,O, P, F, O, i O, P, O, V; P, 
P = on N; (R, rovro) M,* Pav, phot r; C 
ovvidaey P, R, R, O, Ost V,0, P,, Mon R, 
P,P,CV,+P, bals P,F; 
lll mpoodyecba P, R, R, O, \ F,* R, O, F,; M, 
F,0,P,C V,+P, M,P,, Mone Pe Pye 
Xxv émpopeca P, R, O, F,* } R, P,* Mon* O, 
O, P,P, C V.+P, P, P,, zon R, P, (F*) 
in 8 MSS :— 
vii afiaoa P, R, R, O, F,* 
O,P,C Py Pio Ve 
xiy ef 3€ BovAowro P, R, 0, 
F,* 0, P, P,, V," R, P,* P,, P,, zon R, P,(F,* V,*) 
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in 7 MSS:— 
c. 11 lepas P, P, F, O, P,, C 
Vi+P; O, P,, e zon R, R, O, P, 
vi omnis P,P, F,O,P,,CV, V,MonP,,efzonbals R,R,O,P, 
xv eicodoy P,P, F,O,P,,CV, Mon R, R, O, P, 
in 6 MSS?:— 
xiv e [yn] P,*P,F,O,P,,V, P,® P,*R,R,O,P,C 
xxiv xpévev P,P,* F,*O,C V,+ P,P, R,R,O, P,P, (P.@F,*) 
in 5 MSS :— 
iv ogodporépe P,P,*F,*O,V,  O,* R, R,O,F,2P,P,,P,C 


These readings also are to be noticed :— 
C. li ris pw. GAAns rips perexew P, V2 cf R, matt 


om mdons F, cum P,, R, 
om ris [tiepas| P,, 0,5 Mon 
dprov P, F, P,, Pi Va 
lil meptoyebevras P, 0, 0,5 LO, R, fjoh 
éuBaddvror P, F, O, O, 8 P,, O, P,, zon 
Vv xowoveirooay FP, P,, CV, P, O,8V, Mon P,, L f bals 
rperia P,C V, O, Mon e f zon bals 
vi pévy R, V, BR, F, 8 P,, joh 
airns P, F, C f zon bals 
Thy tis é€aerias P, F, C Mon P,, zon 
vii 4 [&v réro] F 2 V, F,V,Sjoh1 2 4 6 
éxdorov P,® F, R, O, P, P,, joh 2 3 4 6 
Vill rpteriay C O, F, V, Mon 
1x peév &m ir RF, Pees 
xowwveirwoay F, P,, C (nr) ¥F, R, O, M, V, P,, R, f 
X épaprupnoavro P, F,* C Mon* L fzon 
xii om phy O, (Bruns) 
aperBurepoy CO P,, zon 
xiv BoeAdvacowro C V, O, y 8 Mon joh phot 
XV1 én tmorecérocay xai O, (Bruns) 
X1x émayyeAdpevos R, P, P, FP ¥ Py 
xxi [xpdvov] mAnpdca Fe 8 (y) 
XXll, Xxlii invert P, P,,e f zon bals matt 
Xxill Hepi O, P, C 5 P,, e f zon bals 


The group seems to fall roughly into two divisions, measured 
by their divergence from a. Nearer to a we have R, R, O, P, 
i Also an itacism c. Vv. dvakAnoews R, O, F, Os; Pr C + P, 
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which we may call B,, and of these R, is perhaps the closest 
to «. Further off we have B,, composed of P, F, O, P,, Vas 
among which P,, is not so advanced as the others. We 
notice that these are later MSS, except P,, which appears to 
be the earliest MS of B, and which represents the extreme 
limit of its variation. P, is in a peculiar position, contradict- 
ing the order of the group, it has the peculiar marks of B,, but 
not those variations from a which are common to both B, and 
B,. F, has been much corrected, generally into agreement with 
a,e.2.¢. iv Padporépy, vil eLerdcat, x euapriparro, xiv el 32 
by BovrA. xxiv @OvGy, xxv émipopjoa: but cf. also c. vii 7 év 
tomy, Xxi add mAnpéoa. O, is the MS whose peculiar read- 
ings in c. xiii, xvi are followed by Bruns. 

The first list of readings sufficiently marks off B as a family 
by itself, distinct from the other families. The only traces 
of connection are in the second class of readings, and they 
occur mostly in later MSS, are many of them easy corruptions 
or obvious mistakes (cf. especially c. 11 dprov, c. vi ryv ths 
éfaerias, c. xix émayyeAdpevot, which are clearly transitional 
readings), and in any case are too sporadic to interfere definitely 
with the division into families, 

The only seeming exception is P,, which in only twelve 
canons has several coincidences with 8, ¢c. 11 rovrots, 111 mepicye- 
Oévras, éuBadrdvrwy, v xowwvelrwoay, xxiii Ilepl, cf. also v 
dvaxAnoews, 11 OéAovev, xix émayyeAduevot. The deficiencies 
of P, may perhaps be supplied by C. These two MSS agree 
remarkably in their contents, order, etc., so that probably 
they are copies of the same MS: this presumption is confirmed 
by the striking agreement in their readings, e. g. the insertion 
of the same scholion in ¢. 1, OéAovev, rovrows, rpterla, Kowwvel- 
twoap, Llepl, e¢c., and so, confirming the tendency of P,, C alone 
of B reads BdeAvocowrTo in c. xiv. On the other hand, C does 
not read mepicxebévras, éuBaddovrwy, émayyeAduevot, which is 
important as showing that these readings may have been 
variants from his copy made by P’s scribe. Nor indeed was 
the scribe of C very careful, as is shown by the following 
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mistakes or emendations, c. v tpiet(a, vi airijs, Thy tis Efaerlas, 
AeAdytorat, mapodeay (for macay), vill tpterlay, X1 pepvnorevoa- 
Bévots, Xili mpecAUrepov, Xvili Oirwes, cracid (wot, mperBurépov. 

y is a family considerably harder to define than B: in fact 
it seems composed of MSS in various transitional stages. 
However the variation seems in the direction of a certain type 
represented in R,, and a similar list as in the case of B will 


give us a class of readings distinctive of a family. The MSS 


are R,(s.x) R,,O, (s. xi) P, (8. xii) O, F; (s. xiti); cc. I-Iv are 
wanting in R,. 
Variants from a in all the MSS :— 
Cc. ll reice dprov # mornpiov (R, def) 
lll .wpoodexOjrwcav (R, def) cum V, bals 
x Stepapripavro (pro e éu.) bals 
Xlli_ reice mpeoBurépous méAews 
éxdorp 8 joh latt © 
xiv ei 8é B8eAvocowro V,0,C8 Mon joh (exe 4) phot latt 
XV T@ kuptax@ Pe ne 
XXi ovvridera (cuvriderOa P,) V,f ; 
[apiop. | add mAnpdoa V, f phot bals (¢7'8 joh 1-4) 
xxv éeuhopjoa (O,* émopioa F, epopjoa) 
in 5 MSS :— 24 
ce. iv, vac, iv RR, P, O,Fy { pricey 0, 
C.Vill xowornracay’ R, R, O, O, F,@ V,0,P,,8V,LR,f Pf 
x xabtordpevor doo R, R, P,O,F, V, of bals 0, 
epnoav R, R, P, O, F,; joh 45 6 O, 
xxv éayv [mpooepOdpy|R,O,P,0,*F, V, R, O,8 
in 4 MSS :— 
lii om4[xat r.d.] R,O, P, F,*(R, def) O, 
iv xowornrocay R, R, (er.) O, F, (R, def) O, 
Vi xopis # peroxnoias R, R, O, F, (0,8 peroucoias) 0, P, 
vii [Pea de R, R, O, F, O, P, 
XIli émoxdrots R,0, P, 0 2 (0,* -rrovs) ohigt 
xv [Hepi] dé R, R, O, F, V, O, P, 


1 There is much variation between xowwvelrwoay and xowerhrooay, which is 


not wholly unimportant—the latter being generally found in y and 5. 
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c. xvi [epi] 8é R, R, O, F, 0, P, 
[elra] xai R, R, O, F; V,P,, f bals O, P; 
in 3 MSS :-— 
lil mpooayeoOa R, O, R, (R, def) F,* BM,M,P,,Mone O,P, 
vil éxdorov... éorw R, O, P, R,F, 
xvill om xai R, O,F, R, O, P, 
XxX mpooayovras R,* R, 0,2 O, R,2 O,* P, F; 


Compare also :— 
c. li om rigs [iepar.] O, cum P,, 8 Mon 
dprov 4 rornpiov O, O, 


“a “a a a 
ToU dprov kat Tov rornpiou Kai Tov avapepew R,* F, 


dprov 4) wornpov P, Pelt V3 

rourous P, O, P,O.V; BM; P,,V, 
ili mepioxebévras O, O, (R, def) P,8L0, BR, fjoh 

€pBaddvrov O, FO, P, 8 P., O, P,, zon 

mpoeEnracOn P, P, F, V,F, P,, V, f phot 


tr eipioxaro R, F, 
om eipiok. et add ovprpdatrra P,O, joh12 36 cfd 


Vv om 6 [pera ratra] R, P, 
kowoveirwoay P, O, (nr) F, P, P,, C V,8 V, Mon P,, 
 Lfbals 
rpcria F',® O, P, C V, Mon e fzon bals 
diravOpwrevoacda O,* O, 
vi porn RF V, RB, 8 P,; joh 

om ém RF, n 

vil éori [Sonido] O, P,® 8 e joh (cf f bals) 

Vill imorecdrwcay R, O, R, P,P, Pi 

1x xowovntocay RO, F, F,P,CM,V, P,; R,f 
X mapaciwnjoartes R,* F, V, bals 

Xill ywpemtoxdrous R,* | P,, Lf bals 
xoperioxoros O,* O, 
mpeoBurépos [r0A.] R, F, 8 joh 

xiv [kat] e [un] P,® B, 

XV merpappevar O, 

xvi om éferalécdw . .. drravias R, O,* 
“Ooo. d€ incip nov canon R, 0, V; 

XVlll droBakécba R, O, ) 

oracidfoor R,* C Mon P,, LO, f 


Xx1 ovridecOu P, 
XxV om bexOnva R, O,* 
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Of this family R, gives us the extreme type, and it is the 
earliest MS (s.x)}. F, is a copy of R,, for though they have 
both been much corrected, yet in all its readings F’, only varies 
from R, in a long omission in ¢. ili, elovévac in xviii, épopjoa 
in XXv, while a corrector has added # in vii, and tprerla In Vv. 
As the readings in this group show transitional features, so 
the MSS themselves have undergone much correction, especi- 
ally R, O, O, and that too in significant places. With regard 
to other groups y gives us many of 8’s readings, especially in 
O,, which is the latest MS and also full of variations, many 
entirely wrong. P, seems to show a little tendency towards 
B, while it and O, are perhaps nearest to a, though the latter 
shows some of 8’s readings. V, is a MS very close to this 
group, being quite half way between a and y. We also notice 
that several of y’s readings are supported by Balsamon, while 
we remember that V, shows still closer agreement with his 
text. 

8 consists of M, M, (s. xii, xiii) M, P,, P,, (8. xiii) V,(s. xiv), 
all of which, except P,,, have a very marked agreement, so 
much as to point to a single archetype. P,, possesses only 
about half of the distinctive readings of this group, but its 
own variations are so wide and so independent that it can 
be assigned to no other group. In consequence of the simi- 
larity of the text of John of Antioch, the readings of his MSS 
(for which cf. p. 141) are also given. 


Variations from a:— 


tit. dyiwy xai exc P,, M, 
1 dvara\aicavras cum joh P,* O, O, P,® e phot 
om [Aeroupyeiv] re Pi, joh 4 Disorepant joh 1 2 3 6 
il doavras émOvoavras joh 
om rijs [feparexns | Pa joh 236 P,,0,Mon joh 14 
Oédotev P: joh 246P,CR,O,Mon johr3 
ddedciv Pe joh 1246(zon-com) joh3 
iii iiov joh 23 4 (joh1 cov8ar) joh 6 


1 So also the extreme types of a and B are found in their earliest mss R, P, 
and P, respectively, 
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C. lll weptoxeOevras | a R h a oe joh 1 
é€pBaddvrev exc P,, M, \ joh 4 F,0, P, 0, P,, 0, 
P,, zon joh 1 2 3 6 
Bpopara Pi joh 4 joh 1 2 3 6 
om xai [exwAv8. | P, joh 2 46e zon joh 13 
did revwv dyvosay joh 2 3 46 joh 1 
Tepe ovres joh 
| joh4: add ovprpdarra om eipiok. 
add * cupmparros joh 1 2367P,0, joh cum 
joh 7 
iv Bias + joh 
erOvoarrev { eS joh 1234 joh 6 
[uev] ody joh 1 3 46 joh 2 
dv0 én (tr) Ps joh 1 2 46 joh 3 
v om [doa] 8¢ Pp. joh 4 joh 1 2 36 
dvaxdnoews V; joh 2 3 4 etal mss joh 1 6 
; joh 236F,P,P,CV, 
eoreet renee P.0,V,MonP,,Lf johr4 
Vi dry joh V, R, R, F, P,, 
vii 4 [ev rérq] joh 12 46 F,V,V, joh 3 
éort [Boxiudoas | joh O,e(f bals) _ 
Vlil Kowornpracap Py, \ rs % _ joh 4 
ix rij [@Ag] Pe joh 
x xal [werd raira] (pera dé M, P,,) joh 
xii [ mpodyec Oat | deiv | e joh 1 234 joh 6 
Xill_ mpeaBurépois médews P joh 234568R,F, joh 
éxdory joh 1-8 y omn codd latt 
x1v Bdedvocowro (€BdeAAVaGOrTO P.,) { — . od ow an i 
XV mempaypévov joh23 V,0,V,0,P,,P:, joh1 26 
Xvi €ry [érepa] Pi joh 1 24 joh 3 6 
XVlil éyxabeoradras ia joh 46 joh 123 
drroBadéa Oat P,, M, R, O, joh 
Xix émayyeAdpuevor \ ers joh 124P,0,0, joh 3 6 
ovrot [rdv] joh 
XX1 omovdacav ' P,,M joh 


1 This points to a very close connection between M, M, P,, Vs. 
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C. XXl mp@ros se joh 3 joh 1 2 4 6 
4 a joh 1234F;*, cf V, 
[xpdvov] minpéoa y f phot bals joh 6 
sf ; joh 1 40,P,CP.,e 
eee Pa { f zon bals joh 2 36 
exmrAnpooat Ba ¢ joh 
xxiv ris [brorrac. | Pi joh 1 4 joh 2 36 
xxv 9 [8 ddedgy 7] joh 


Besides orovdacéy the following itacisms, etc. occur: ¢. 1 
to doxeiv M M,M,P,, V3, iti apooegerdc6n M, M,M, Vs, 
X1V Um7jKovey omn. xxiv ovr7Olas, papyaxiwy M, M, M, V3, 
Xxv mpocepOape. omn. exc. P,,. Farther, in ce. v and xxi 
scholia of M, have crept into the text of M,, and in ¢..xxv 
M, Msg read émoprilcat, probably due to a marginal note of 
M, (or of M,’s archetype) émopricat. 


The following variations in the group are to be noticed :— 


c. iii roatry M, P,, 
mpoadyecba M, M, P,, cewm joh 6 B R, O, F, Mone 


1X Kowornrocay M, joh 3 46F,F, P,,C R,0,V, P,, R, f 
émirmpeivOw P., V, R, 
XXlll mporepos M, P,, V, 1 
mparos M, joh 4 F, 
xxiv om xal [xaddpoa] V, O,P,V,V,V,Lf 
xxv émgopricas M, M, joh 48 


To finally characterize P,,, besides all the differences from 
the group already given, we have further variations, agreeing 
more or less with joh ! :— 


C. ll rovrovs cvvidorey cum joh 2 B etc 
Vil éxdorov joh 2346F,R,O, P, 
ix rovs [ddeAgous] joh 2 3 46 
Xi yopemioxdrous joh238R,* Lf 
xvi tron. éxér. (ér) joh 2 36 
om kai [yuvaixas ] joh 3 
XVll mpocevxec Ou joh f 
XX1 Oopororety joh 3 


1 In all these readings (except one) P,, agrees with joh 3. 
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C.XXll mpds TO TeAE cum joh 
XXIV dvepevyyjces joh 2 (3) 
om edyxijs joh 2 34P,, 
with other MSS, besides readings already given :-— 
Cc. 11 om mdons cum F, R, 
lili mpoeEnrdo6n P,F,V,F,P, V,f 
vi om [vo] ern RLY, 
ix pev &rm (tr) R, F, P, 
XV T@ Kupiax@ F,y V, 
om thy [repnv] P, O, O, 
xvi [eira] xai V,yf bals 


Besides all these variations it has 28 peculiar readings, or 
mistakes, which it would be superfluous to enumerate. 

The text of 8 is not identical with that of John of Antioch. 
All the MSS of John examined reject the readings Blas (c. iv) 
Ty GAAn (c. ix) cal pera radra (c. x) droBadéoGat (c. xvill) 
éxmAnpécat (c. xxiii), and have further variants of their own 
in ¢. xX Tovs ddeAovs, XVIl mpocevyerOat, Xxil mpds TO TéAEL. 
We have four MSS agreeing against § in c. 1 om m1, 11 éuBa- 
Advrwr, Bpopara, v om sé, and in the new reading éxdcrov 
(c. vil), while we have the agreement of 3 MSS against 8 in 
at least 9 other readings. 

It is important to examine the relation of the Latin 
versions to 8. Owing to the nature of these translations, as 
well as the minute character of the variations in the Greek, 
it 1s In most cases impossible to tell the Greek original. 
However, in the following instances we can compare them. 
All the Latin translations! agree with c¢. xili éxdorn, xiv 
Bdsedvocoowro. The Prisca has primum constitutum in c. xxl 
(=pGros): there is also much agreement with mpeoButépors 
in ¢. xii, but the Latin texts themselves are very uncertain 
(cf. p. 187 f.). 8 may be supported by the following translations, 
in ¢. ll per aliquorum ignorantiam isid. propter quorundam ign. 
dion., in c. xvi altero quinquennio isid. (?=névre érn Erepa), in 


1 Also all the MSS examined. Over fifty MSS have been consulted as to 
the readings in cc. xiii, xiv, and other important variations. 
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c. xix professt, polliciti isid., quant: promiserunt prisca (? = énay- 
yetAdwevot), in c. xxiii explere dion. (? = éxmAnpGcat). 

On the other hand the Latin has sacro in c. ii (?=tepas), 
Isidore and Dionysius both have minis tantum (ydvor) in c. vi, 
and antigua in c. xxi (?=apédrepos). Dionysius and some MSS 
of Isidore have c. iti aliquid cibi polluti (=BpGpd tT); erepa 
(c. xvi) is omitted in 1” qua quinquennio durantes dion ; while 
there is no trace in any translation of c. vii 7 [év rém@], xii 
deity, XIX obro., xxv 77 Se ddeAgy. Thus weighing both sides 
together the Latin is against 5. 

Later MSS. After the preliminary remarks on the influ- 
ence of editors etc. (pp. 156-159), not much need be said about 
the later MSS ; their evidence for or against a reading will 
not in itself be of much weight ; to their new readings is due 
the mass of variations in the apparatus criticus, and it will be 
sufficient in a few words to characterize the MSS. 

V, is really an a MS, but it is marked by many inter- 
polations (cf. p. 156) and some readings of other families, e.g. 
c. 11 Gprov, XV TO Kuptax@, TeTpaypévey, Xxi ovvriOerat, xxv éav 
mpocepOapn. 

Mon. is a more careful and accurate MS; it agrees gene- 
rally (but not altogether) with , cf. c. iii mpoodyeoOat, vi om 
tis, xv elzep, eloodov, xxv émuopéoa, also x euaprupycarro : 
but it reads BdeAvocowrTo in ¢. xiv. 

P,, is marked mainly by agreement with Zonaras’ text; it 
has incorporated some of his épynveta: and prefixed his preface, 
and its text shows the same influence. 

R,, which ends in the 18th canon, distinctly belongs to a, 
but has the reading mepioxeOévras in c. 111 with several late 
variations. 

The MSS of e (LO, P,,) and f (P,, P,, P,) present respec- 
tively distinct types of text, perhaps due to copying. These 
types are marked by confusion of the old family differentiae 
with the addition of a number of new readings, Thus e reads 
c. li lepas, ili tpoodyeoOat, vi om tis, xv eltep, Xx doxet with 8, - 
but on the other hand ec. ji dvamadalcayras, iti om xal, xxiii 
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Tlep{ with 8: while f, the latest MSS in date, present at least 
a dozen quite new variations, e.g. c. 11 om teparixys, 11 
éuBardvras, om Tod avpBdvros, vi pndé, Evvorav, apoprsdérti, 
etc. Three of such readings, c. xiii 8:4 ypapparwr, xiv el 82 
uy trelxovev, XViil TOO mpeoBurépov, also occur in Blastar’s Syx- 
tagma, and this with other coincidences (cf. p. 185) seems to 
show that this text is due to his influence. 

On the whole all these MSS can be best derived from the 
text of a, to which family V,P,, R, certainly belong, while 
Mon. perhaps has closer affinities with B. 


Having summarized the characteristics of the various types 
of text, it remains to settle their claims to represent the 
original. In the consideration of which we may disregard 
the Jater MSS and pass back at once to the earlier families, 
and returning in the reverse order, we come to 8 first. 

8. The MSS of this group are few in number and late in 
date, none before the xiith century. One MS, P,,, is so 
full of errors, mistakes, and peculiar readings, as to be prac- 
tically worthless—a peculiar version of its scribe, while the 
remaining MSS so strikingly agree that, if some of them 
are not copies of one another, yet all ean very easily be 
assigned to one archetype. The text of this archetype is 
most definitely marked off from all the other groups; it has 
in the short 25 canons 45 variations from a; of which about 
24 are entirely peculiar to itself, and are not met with else- 
where (i.e. in MSS of the councils: for 19 of these readings 
are to be found in MSS of John of Antioch). These two 
considerations at first sight would incline us to put 8 at once 
aside like e, f, or Zonaras’ and Balsamon’s texts: for, though 
we attached little weight to the number and date of the 
MSS, it would seem incredible that so many readings of 
the original text should not only entirely disappear from the 
widely varying MSS, but also be unknown to the numerous 
commentators. | 

The case, however, is altered by the fact that for many of 


The Text of the Canons of. Ancyra. 175 


these peculiar readings there is independent and early support, 
viz. that (a) of the Latin versions, and (b) of John of Antioch’s 
Synagoge1, This at least shows that some of these various 
readings were already in existence in the sixth century. How 
far then does this testimony carry us? 

(a) The relation of § and the Latin texts has already been 
examined, with the result that they by no means agree. We 
must bear in mind the division between the few variants of 
8 which have other support, and the characteristic readings 
peculiar to itself. It is chiefly in the former that it has the 
support of the Latin, e.g. in c. xiv BdeAvocowrTo, xill éxdorn, 
and perhaps mpeoBurépos. Of the second class of readings 
only a few have some partial support, e.g. c. xxl mpGros in the 
Prisca, perhaps c. xvi repa in Isid., ¢. xix éwayyerAduevor (of 
the former class) in Isid. and the Prisca, and 8:4 rivwv dyvoray 
in c. iii; while the Latin is directly opposed, either one or all 
of the versions, to e.g. c. 1 om mT, ¢. li leparixs, lii Bpdpara, 
Iv pey ody, V1 pdvn, Vii f év Témy, xii defy, xix obrow, xxv 7 Se 
ddedg7} 4, and xix énayyeiAduevor (promittentes, Dionysius). 

(b) There remains then only John of Antioch; and here 
we have a general agreement not only in the text, but also 
in the order of the councils, for the 8 group differs from 
all the other MSS in inserting Sardica after Neocaesarea, 
and this order was due to John, who was the first to 
introduce the Sardican canons into the canon law of the 
East. The words ‘general agreement,’ however, have been 
used advisedly. The text of the Synagoge itself has not 
yet been critically examined; not only do there appear to 
have been two very distinct editions, but our collation of but 
a few MSS has already shown great differences existing 
between the various MSS. Where there is agreement be- 
tween joh 1 2 3 46, there we frequently find disagreement 
with 8, as is shown on p. 172; and, taking the MSS singly, 
the lists on pp. 162-172 give us about 24 variants from 8 in 


1 Suvaywy? xavdvow ixxrAnovaorixdy els wevthxovra TitAous Seppnuévn, printed 
in Justel. Bibliotheca Iuris Canonict Veteris. 
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joh 1, 25 in joh 2, 29 in joh 3, 20 In joh 4, 29 in joh 6. Hence 
the texts of 8 and of the Syzagoge are by no means identical. 
On the other hand, it is remarkable that all the readings of 8 
- except five are to be found in some MS of the Synagoge. 
What then are we to say of this general agreement? do 8 and 
the Synagoge agree, because 8 represents the original text 
which John found and worked upon, or because John in 
compiling his Synagoge was neither careful to cite the canons 
with extreme literal accuracy nor scrupulous in the use of an 
editorial hand, and the result of his work has exercised a 
reflex influence on a group of MSS of the councils? Our 
first presumption, on finding some peculiar readings in a 
few MSS coincide with those of a previous editor, is to 
assion them to his influence—a vera causa has been found: 
such indeed would be our treatment of variations which appear 
first in the text of Photius, Zonaras or Balsamon. This pre- 
sumption is increased on finding so distinctive and numerous 
a class of variations: this definite class and the want of con- 
necting links seem to point to a definite assumption of the 
task of editing ; especially will this be borne out, if we find 
that many of the variants do possess the marks of emendation, 
and that too in the direction of improvement of the Greek. 
Further, if 8 was after all the original text, how are we to 
account for its comparative disappearance and the growth of 
the other families? There is no gradual line of divergence 
between 8 and -the other groups, so that if 8 is not due to 
the editorial influence of John, a must have been the handi- 
work of Photius. But already in the tenth century we find 
three distinct types of text, each apparently independent but 
all equally separated from 8; did they all develope from 
Photius’ text, or must we assume some more editors ? 

(c) These are however only presumptions, and it would be 
easy to argue and make out a case for whichever alternative 
we wish to adopt. But there is one court of appeal left, 
the readings themselves. Among these we, first, find some 
(a) certainly wrong readings (and here the support of John of 
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Antioch is generally wanting), e.g. c. iv Blas, ix rm [@AAn 
éaer(q],x xal [wera radra], xv menpaypévwr joh 2 31; and (0) 
some probable mistakes c. i om [Aevroupyetv] re joh 4, ii om rijs 
[Accrovpylas] joh 2 3 6%, iii Bpdpara joh 4, iv [wen] ody joh 13 
4.6 with v om dé joh 4, xxi apGros joh 3, probably due to the 
following devrepos, xxiii [lep{ joh 1 4 for the unusual ’Ezxl. 
Secondly, we have signs of an editorial hand (a) in epexegeti- 
cal additions ¢. vii éort [Soxtudoot| joh, xvi [érq] érepa joh 1 
24, xxi [xpdévov] tAnpGca Joh 1234, xxv 7 8é ddeAPH [77] 
joh; and (4) in improvement of the Greek, making it more 
idiomatic, e.g. in the preference for the aorist, c. 11 dpeActy joh 
1246, ili éuBaddvrwv joh 4 (but v xowwrnrwcay joh 2 36, viii 
Kowwrytwscay joh 1 2 36), xviii dmoBaréoOa, xix émayyerAduevor 
joh 124; in the use of compounds ¢. ii ém6dcavras joh, 
iv é€mOvodvrwy joh 1 2 3 4, xvili éyxadeorGras joh 46, xxili 
éxmAnpGoa >, Gf. also c. iii wepimerdvres, iv pev ody, xix ovroL. 
Mévr (c. vi) is apparently a correction for the less obvious 
pdvov ; c. vii 7 [év rém@| is an error that may have easily crept 
in or been adopted. __ 

Thus the examination of the readings peculiarly charac- 
teristic of the group* would show that they are not original. 
For with regard to the style of the Greek, if the question 
arises between the ecclesiastical fathers at the Galatian An- 
cyra and John who was educated for, and for a long time 
pleaded at, the bar in Antioch (whence his name Scholasticus), 
we must give the preference to the style of John. Thus we 
are driven to accept the alternative that where they agree 
the peculiar characteristics of 8 must be due to his influence, 
that therefore the value of 8 is not high, and that in fact it has 
no claim to represent the original text ; a conclusion which was 
our primary presumption afforded by the lateness of the MSS. 


1 grovdacay in c. xxi is, of course, an error, but it only points to the close 
connection of M, M, Py, V3. 

2 ». infra p. 185. 

5 On the other hand c. i dvyawaAaloayras. 

* The readings, not peculiar to the group, c. iii meproxebévras, xiii specBuré- 
pos... éxdorp, xiv B3eAvocowro will be examined later. 
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Against this conclusion we must not be prejudiced by the 
idea that we are defending a ‘ textus receptus’ against superior 
critical claims, for a can hardly be called a ‘ textus receptus,’ 
nor has 8 any ‘ codex vaticanus’ older than all existing MSS: 
on the other hand the archetype of R, P, (p. 163) can carry 
back the text of a to the sixth century, or the age of John. 
To conclude the argument, can we account for the genesis of 
8? The fact that two of the MSS (M, Mg,-p. 193) came from 
Magna Graecia conveys a valuable hint. The 8 MSS, as we 
have seen, come from a single archetype: this may have been 
the work of a scribe writing in Italy, who, as in Italy Greek 
MSS would not abound nor could the Greek canon law be 
in constant reference, may have had but one copy and that 
possibly inferior or corrupt. Writing in Italy, his greater 
familiarity with the Latin versions would have suggested 
emendations where the Greek was difficult, as in cc. xiii and 
xiv; and again writing in Italy, the popular authority on the 
councils would be John of Antioch rather than the schismatic 
Photius, and very probably from a MS of the Synagoge our 
scribe may have introduced still further emendations of his 
possibly corrupted text. 

y. The claims of y are not strong. For, first, the MSS have 
nearly all undergone a great deal of correction, especially in 
the significant places: e.g. R, in ¢. ii, xiii (xwpemioxdrovs), 
xiv (-Avogo- in BdeAvocowvro), and there are marks of erasure 
in ¢. vii él... py, X... clwmnoavres, xvi eferalécOw... dé, xx 
apo. dyovras; O, in ce. vil, xill, xvi, xxv; and O,, cf espec. 
xxv édy...onpooepOapn, V1 perouxtolas, xxi mpoodyovras. The 
MSS are further characterized by many special readings 
of their own which are obviously wrong, espec. O,, cf. e.g. 
c. Vv om peragv, dexOnoovra, PiravOpwrevcatOa, xpdvos Tot 
Blov, vii add éorly, transpositions in cc. vii and vili, ¢. xvi 
KOWwLnTw@oay Tay Tporevxev ; and O, which is most carelessly 
written, cf. e.g. c. 11 pevovTas, Iv écolyevor, xiii ywpeTioxoros, 
XV émdAeioapy, XIV kavort and tit. kavovar. Thus the MSS show 
signs of having been written by careless and inaccurate scribes. 
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Secondly, y can hardly be original for there is a difficulty 
in finding a definite text. There is indeed a definite class of 
passages in which we may expect to find variations, but the 
degree of variation is very gradual: in fact the group seems 
to be composed of a number of MSS in a transitional stage 
of variation towards a type of which R, perhaps represents 
the extreme limit. In accordance with this we find that often 
where they vary from a, the MSS do not agree among them- 
selves, cf. e.g. the different readings for.c. 11 dprov-7) wornpiov, 
C. xili mpeoBurépovs méAews, and the variations of orthography 
in c, xiv BdeAvoowrTo, BdeAvcoOWTe, BdSeAAVTCOWTO; sO in 
c. xxi P, also varies from a, but gives ovyrifecOa. Again, 
the readings themselves are often transitional: thus dprov 7 
notnptov P, is half way between dprov 7 worjptov and dprov 7 
nornplov O,0,, R,* giving a further advance rod dprov kal roi. 
mornplov kal rod dvapépewy 5 wempaypevwr O, lies between wezpa- 
pévev and tempaypévwv ; O, also shows how another reading 
arose édy nmpocepOdpy (v. infra) and in c. x gives a decided 
mark of transition in d:dxovor Soot xadloravra ... dieuap> 
ripavro, which makes no sense. 

But in the readings in which there 1s more or less agree- 
ment does y show signs of retaining the original text? In 
c. xii éxdorn and xiv BseAvooouro and the rejection of zpec- 
Avrépovs in ¢. xiii y agrees with 8 and other authorities ; and 
these readings will be examined later on their own merits. 
But among y's special readings are 

(a) Certain mistakes, as c. 111 mpocdexOjrwoay, unless the 
fathers committed an anacoluthon, iv xo.vwrveirwoay, xx Tpoo- 
dyovras (in R,* R, O,*0,) and vi xwpls 7 perouxnalas (of. 
infra). 

(b) Obvious emendations are to be found in c. vil éxdo- 
Tov... éoTw, xiii émicxdros (probably due to Photius), xxi add 
mAnpGoa (with 8, but in a different place), xxv éugopijcat, 
where in F, épopfjoa the » has dropped out, and xxv éay 
mporepOdpn. Here some scribe did not see that the canon 
was a decision on a particular case, and so he generalized it 
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by inserting an édv. The scribe of O, inserted the full phrase 
éay ris, and it was only afterwards seen that tis occurred 
twice. Some of the Latin translators were guilty of the same 
liberty : cf. Isid. 87 quis sponsam habens, Prisca si desponsatus 
aliquis, but Dionysius renders guidam sponsam habens, which 1s 
the reading too of the oldest form of the Isidorian version. 

(c) Other readings appear not to be original as their 
genesis can be explained. c. vi xwpls 7) perouxnolas indeed is 
hard to account for. . Is it a reminiscence of Can. Nicaen. xi 
7) xwpis apatpécews trapxovrwy 7 xwpls xwvdvvov? Or does 
the Latin also point to some word having dropped out in the 
ordinary text: cf. Isid. aut bonorum ablatione aut transporta- 
tionis poena deterriti, Dionys. aut privatione facultatum territs 
aut demigratione? We can however see the origin of y's 
reading in c. x—el épapripavro might very easily become 
dcepaprupayro, giving us the text of O, dco xabioravta... 
dteuaprupavro. But this would necessitate further changes: 
it might be emended by the insertion of a second dco: after 
xabioravrat, or by the change of xa@loravra: into Kabtordpevor. 
A confusion between these emendations would give us both 
the reading of Balsamon Scot xa@tordyevor Soo (in bals 1 the 
second goo: has been erased) and that of y xaOtordpevor door. 

c. xxi ovvriOerat can be explained, the change of rovr@ into 
rovro in a difficult phrase (omitted by the Latin translators 
altogether) caused the change of ovyr(@evrat into ovyriderat. 
On the other hand the change of ro into rw will explain the 
change of r@ xvuptaxe for rd xvptaxdy in c. xv, though the Latin 
Isid. Dionys. ad ura ecclesiastica (ius ecclesiasticum) revocart 
seems to point to rw xvptax@: but the early Isid. cod. monae. 
6243 has ut tus ecclesiasticum revocarent and the Prisca revocare 
atque repetere dominicam. 

Thus as in the case of 8 internal evidence has again veri- 
fied primary presumptions, based in this case on the character 
of the scribes and their work, and we accordingly set aside 
the claims of y. 

B. Before examining the value of this group we must 
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notice, and work upon, the division of this family into two 
classes according to the extent of their variation from a. P,_ 
and P, are fragmentary, and the character of P, is peculiar, 
otherwise we have two distinct groups B, R, R,O, P, and B, 
P, FO; Pip V,, of which the latter possesses all the variations 
from a in the former with additional variations of its own. 

B, is marked off from B, by six readings: c. li lepas, vi om 
tis, xiv [cal] ef [7], xv eloodoy and we may add iv cdodpo- 
Tép@, XX1V xpdvwy. The last four are entirely without other 
support (except efcodov in Mon., xai ef yn in P,%, and adodpo- 
tépo in O,*) and mark B, out as the extreme of B; so that 
if we do decide in favour of B, the extreme isolation of B, is 
against its being the original form. Further, of the readings 
themselves—iepas, which will be examined later, is probably a 
correction, spodporépy (? through oyjpart cpaidporépe) a mis- 
take, while xpévwv (of which there is no trace elsewhere) is 
probably a substitution of a reference to astrology for a refer- 
ence to paganism, when obsolete; against the omission of ris 
in c. vii we have the Latin quods: quodlibet mortis periculum 
(isid.) 82 autem aligua periculus (prisca), st quod autem periculum 
(dion. ). | | 

B, which remains is very close to a, in fact 1t has only 
seven variations from it: ¢. ii rovTous cuvidoren, i mpocdyer Oat, 
Vli a£t@oat, xiv ei 6 BovAowro, xv elmep, xx Soxet, xxv émpo- 
peoat. And some of these readings receive much support 
among later MSS and editors, and that the stronger because 
the more varied. The readings have good internal proba- 
bility, efwep and mpocayecOai! are indecisive, and with two 
of them (ei 5 BovAowro and émopéoat) agree the best MSS 
of a, viz. R, P,. Indeed the difference between a and B, is so 
slight that we should not divide them into two families but 


1 npoodyecOa: would seem to be the more natural term for the first enrolment 
of a laic in the xAjpos, mpodyeo6a: for his further advancement. But it is 
difficult to tell the usage of the canons, as in each case we are likely to have 
the same variation, and at present we are without critical editions. However 
in c. xii all the MSS agree in mpoayeoOa: except Ms. In c. iii R,O, read 
mpoodyecOat, but this is discounted by their xpocdyovras in c. xxi. ; 
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for the fact that B, agrees with B, in ite variations: this 
shows that 8, is already on the path of divergence and 
for that reason is not original—either a or B, must be the 
original starting point. Again the character of P, agrees 
with this conclusion, for discarding B,’s variations from a it 
has those of B,; it is much more likely that it was a short cut 
from a rather than a double corruption of B, in the way of 
loss and addition. Once more one of the readings of B, 1s 
against it, viz. d€i6car; it may be original, but it has entirely 
dropped out, being without any support elsewhere, unless 
indeed the Prisca cognoscere (cod. vat. reg. 1997) agnoscere 
(bod. mus, 103) points to it. The Latin also seems to be 
against doxet in c. xxi reddatur, oportet. However in any case 
a and £, are so close that each variation must be examined 
on its own merits; the fact however of a’s being on the whole 
nearest to the original giving a slight presumption against 
the evidence of B. 

a only now remains. But before deciding on its authority, 
there is an objection to be considered. If we were inclined 
to think the text of 8 influenced by John of Antioch, why 
should we not ascribe the text of a to the influence of 
Photius, who according to Card. Mai made not only a 
ovvtaypa of the canons according to their subject matter, but 
also a ovvaywyn of the councils arranged chronologically, 
especially as the normal order agrees with his list as against 
that of John of Antioch? The full text of Photius exists 
apparently in only one MS, printed by Mai, so that we 
cannot argue from it with any certainty. However in that 
text we have several variations from a, just of the number 
and character we should expect from an editor reissuing an 
existing text. The full list is as follows: c. ii om rijs Te, ili 
avayKns, mpoefnracOn, iv mpoéxwv, Vi om tpépay, mAnpGow, x 
avrots, X1V peta TOY KpeGv, xxi éxddve—which we may con- 
sider errors; and, what is more important, c. vii éxdorg . .. 
efor, xili émoxdmots, xv add rods Kdxws a@vnoapévovs certain, 
and ¢. 11 rovrous cvvidocev, xiv BdeAVocowro, xxi [dpiopévous] 
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mAnpGcat possible emendations; ¢.1 dvamadatcavras and vi om 
Tis are indecisive. ‘These variations seem to be enough to 
mark the practical independence of a. 

Thus the result of a long and tedious investigation seems 
to justify our assumption at starting, viz. that a 1s the closest 
representative of the original text. For 

(1) The MS authority for a is as good and as early as that 
for the other groups. 

(2) We have found no imperative claim on the part of any 
other group to represent the original. 

(3) The text of a serves best for the groundwork of the 
other groups and MSS: and indeed this is the strongest 
argument on behalf of a. It seems to hold a central position 
between the other texts. From a we can trace a gradual 
divergence to the extreme types of B and y, whereas B, y and 8 
are each marked by a number of peculiar readings which have 
to be discarded before we reach another family, 1. e. the text 
would so to speak have to first reach a common groundwork, 
resembling a, before the other families could be developed. If 
among the later MSS, of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, 
and even in one or two of the twelfth century, we find the con- 
necting links between B, y and 8 increase, yet they do not be- 
come so numerous as to outweigh their connection witha. So 
too, widely as the later MSS vary from a, it is easier to assume 
a as the basis than B, y or 8. Take, for instance, P,, through 
its numerous individual readings occupying a unique position, 
and widely differing from 8 to which it is assigned : it is easier 
then to assume a as the groundwork of P,, rather than 6 or y, 
as it has none of their peculiar readings. So with P, which 
occupies a peculiar position in B, its origin is easiest to be 
found ina. This argument is borne out by examination of 
the individual readings, in all of which it is, if not necessary, 
at least as easy to derive the various readings from a than 
vice Versa. | 

(4) Lastly, whereas, as it has just been remarked, B, y, 5 are 
each marked out by a class of peculiar readings, there are none 
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such to be found in a, i.e. there is no reading of « which is 
not supported by at least one other group. On the other 
hand again, there are very few readings which have the sup- 
port of two groups against «. They are cc. vill xowwvrirwoap, 
Xlil éxdotyn, XIV BdeAvoooWTO occurring in y 5, with perhaps 
two imperfect agreements c. xiii the rejection of mpeo Aur <pous 
méAews, xxi the addition of tAnpdécat. 


Thus our conclusion seems justified. But considering the 
lateness of our MSS, it would be irrational to suppose that a 
has preserved the original text absolutely unimpaired. Hence 
there are many passages where the readings must be examined 
on their own merits. Such would be (1) those where there is 
a consensus of authorities against a, and (2) readings where 
the inner nucleus of B (B,) varies from a. Thus it will not be 
out of place to examine some readings individually. 


c. i dvatadalcavras is found in P,* 0,0, P,* 8 e Joh. Ant. 
Photius, Aristenus, and in Zonaras and Balsamon in their 
commentaries, but not in their text. émavazaAalw is such an 
unusual compound (it is not given in Liddell & Scott) that 
it is likely to be original: the great support it has prevents 
its being a mistake, while the commentators support avamad. 
because that is the usual phrase. On the other hand, the 
partiality of 8 for compounds (p. 177) gives weight to its 
omission of érf here. Notice also c.1 émOvcavres, émavaradal- 
cates, ¢@. 11 Ovoavtes, dvatadaloarres. 


c. li leparixyjs a Rz R, O, P, y8 V, Mon R, joh phot bals 

tepas O, P, P, FO; Ps Pip C V, Pye zon. 

Here feparixyjs 1s undoubtedly right, especially as B, here 
agrees with a. The reading of B, lepas is however supported 
by all the Latin versions sacro, with one important exception, 
cod. monac. 6243 (the older Isidorian) ab omni aliaris mini- 
sterio. There is an obvious pragmatic reason for the correc- 
tion into tepas which will account also for its appearance in 
the later MSS, O, P,,e, and avowedly indeed in Pitra’s 
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text; that is, the apparent assigning of a priestly function 
to deacons. 

But the words mean no more than that these deacons are to 
take no part in the tepatixy Aetrovpyla of the Holy Eucharist, 
ef. the Freising MS altaris mintsterto. Hence also the omis- 
sion of tis (in 8 etc.) is clearly wrong, it is not that the 
deacons are not to perform any priestly services, but not to 
take part in the priestly service. At the same time in the 
Canons feparixds seems to have had a wide extension of 
meaning: in the Apost. Canons it is apparently coextensive 
with the whole xAjjpos, including the minor orders; ef. ¢. Ixii 
(and 1) ef ris émioxomos i) mpecBurepos 7 Bidxovos 7 GAws Tod 
KataAdyou Tod teparixod... ef 5¢ AatKds etm with c. lxix ef Tis 
énicxotros 7) mpecBvrepos % Sidxovos 7 SAws TOD KaTaddyou TOV 
KAnpixOv ... ef 5 Aatkds: but mm the Canons of Laodicea 
teparixdés is confined to the higher orders (still, we notice, 
applied to deacons) and distinct from xAnpexds; cf. c. xxiv ov 
def leparixods amo mpecButepwy Ews Sraxdvev Kal Efjs Tis éxxAN- 
otacrixis Ta€ews Ews tanperGy x,t. r. and c. xxvii leparixods 7} 
kAnptkovs 7) AatKovs KaAovpevovs. Cf. also Can. Apost. viii, xiv, 
‘xvi, xvii, Laod. 111, Iv, xix, xxx ete., Ant. 1n. 


c. li rovros ovveldocev. Here we have obviously not the 
right reading: rovrots would seem to be right as with most 
MSS of a we have y 8 and most of the later authorities, but 
some MSS of a agree with B in rovrovs: cvveldocev which is 
very strongly supported may be for either cvvldoev the read- 
ing of B, which agrees with rovrovs, or for cuveidetey for which 
we have Zonaras, and the Latin conscii sint (isid. dion.). 


c. ili weputyicbévras. The difficulty of this reading is prob- 
ably sufficient to account for its emendation into mepicy ebévtas 
the reading of 8 and John of Antioch, and which as a likely 
correction occurs in O,, and also later MSS P, of B, O, of y and 
LO, R,f. Further wepicywAévras is not so entirely without 
parallels as to force us to conclude it to be an error. Zonaras 
understands rods xirGvas, and so iti t—uncommon ; 
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Stephanus gives e.g. éoO7jra mepioxloa out of Plutarch, ef ris 
Ta twdria wepiécxiocey Out of Lucian. But we have as well a 
striking instance of its use absolutely, in Epictetus Dissert. 
1. 25: meploxicov airdy. tl Ad€yets aitdv; Td tudriovy Ade, 
meploxicov. Cf. Schweighiauser’s note. The Latin translators 
give no help, they were apparently quite unable to understand 
the Greek: cf. their renderings: perseverante violentia ad id 
usque perducts sunt ut manus eorum adprehensas et violenter 
adtractas super sacrificia imponerent isid., tentos adque in mani- 
bus ferro violenter mittentes. prisca, eo usque adstricts sunt ut 
manus eorum comprehendentes violenter adtraherent et funestis 
sacrificiis admoverent dionys. 


c. lil €uBadAdvrawv, éuBarovrwy. Here as elsewhere the very 
common variation between the present and aorist causes con- 
fusion among the groups. Cf. the variants xowwvelrwoay in 
CC. V, Vill, ix, éwayyetAapevot In ¢. xix, and dwoBadéoGat in ec. 
xvii. We notice however that a is uniformly on the side of 
the present 5 of the aorist (except xowwryrwcayr in cc. Vv, Vili). 
anoBadécGa. has very little support ; and the frequent reading 
émayyeAcuevot points to the present being original. Again, 
if xowwwvelrwoay best represents the continued state of xowwvla, 
the aorist may equally well denote the entry upon that state 
of xowwvia. The dropping out of oa may also explain the 
very frequent reading xowwwrjrwoay. On mpocdyecOat, mpodye- 
aa, lower down, ef. p. 181, n.! 


c. vil. The variety of readings here serves to show the 
superiority of a’s text, and it is a good canon for testing the 
character of the Latin versions. The readings are :— 


peta. THs mpocopas Exactoy trav émioxdtwy Soxipdoat o 


. - éxdorTou ‘5 " FE, Pi, 

” 99 éxdoT@ is éféorw d5ox. O, phot 

‘5 »  €xdoTov = éxrm 4 R,O,P, 
99 » « €Kaoroy ‘ éort =~, 8joh1 
‘5 se éxdorov se 3 » P,*joh246 


? »  &kacrov ‘5 doxyps. éore R, zon 2 
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Exaoroy pera THS TMpoomopas TGV émoxdnwv Soxiudoat P;, zonI 3 
” 99 99 ms éore Soxtp. e 
ie bs as - éore TO Soxup. f bals 
peTacxety THS mpoopopas Exactoy Tov énloxoToy Soxipdacar F* 
Tr dSoxipdoa et éferdca O, | 


Latin: Placuit eos biennio subiacere et sic suscipi quia oportet 
post oblationem unumquemque episcopum eos probare et uitam 
singulorum agnoscere [cognoscere vat. reg. 1997] (prisca). ita 
tamen utrum (ut utrum) cum oblatione recipiends sint an ad 
solam communionem admitti debeant unusgquisque episcoporum 
examinent uitae eorum praeteritae et praesentis habita considera- 
tione (isid). unusquisque episcoporum probet uita uniuscuiusque 
habita consideratione (old form of isid). «utrum uero cum obla- 
tione singult episcoporum probantes uitam eorum et singulos actus 
examinent (dionys). 


On c. x dudkovor x.7.A. cf. p. 180. 


Questions of interpretation have drawn attention to the 
various readings in c. xill, which will merit a closer examina- 
tion. In the Greek we have— 
mpeaBurépovs méAews oB V, Mon R, ef joh 1 zon1 bals1 3 4 
mpecButépos 4, BR, F,8 (eae P,,)joh (exc 1) cumjoh 8 
mpecBurepoy ,, CP,,zon 2 3 bals-com matt 
dud mpecButépov,, Pi, 
€MLOKOTOLS » RO, P,O, phot (cf. note 2, p. 150) 
érépgaB V, Mon P,, R, e f phot zon bals 

\éxdory y 5joh latt 

Cf. also xwpemioxdmovs R*, P,, L fjoh 2 3 8 bals 2 -7os O,0,* 
-rov P,, bals-com matt 

Latin Versions— 

Early Isidorian: cod. monac. 6243, s. vill (Freising MS) 

Vicars emscoporum quod greci ‘ corepiscopos dicunt non licere 
presbyteros uel diaconos ordenare: sed nec * presbyterum ciuitatis 
sine episcopt praeceptum ampliue aliquid iuberet uel sine auctori~ 
tatem litterarum evus in unaquaque parrochia aliquid agere. 


cod. virceb. mp. th. f 146 1 corepiscopum * presbyteris 
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Isidorian: cod. paris. 3848 A, s. vili, ix (Quesnel’s MS) 

12 Vicarios episcoporum quos greci corepiscopos *dicunt non 
4 licere presbyteros uel diacones ordinare: sed nec * presbyteris 
ctuitatis sine episcopi praecepto Samplius aliquid imperare uel 
sine" auctoritate litterarum eius in unaquaque parrocia * aliquid 

1 Tit. in codd. paris. 3848 a, 38424 Vicarits [os 3842 A] eptscoporum non 
licet ordinationes facere 2 Vicarits oriel. 42° aed. flor. 82° paris. 3858 c 
8 uocant veron. 60 * licet oriel. 42 licent eis uel veron. 60 5 presby- 
terts paris. 3848 a cum oriel. 42 (8. xii) paris, 3836 (8. viii) 4279 (8. ix) barber. 
xiv. 52 (s. ix, x) aed. flor. 82 (s. x) paris. 1455 (8. x) 3858 © (8. xiii) veron. 60 
(s, vii) sangerm. 936 (8. vi, vii) paris. 1451 (8. ix) veron. §9 (8. vii) flor. laur. 
1554 (8. x-xii) presbyteros paris. 1454 (8. ix, x) 3842 A (8. ix, x)  ali- 
quid amplius veron. 60 oriel. 42  litteris eius laur. 1554 ® agere 
aliquid veron. 59 agere quicquam paris. 1451 altq. agere in un. par. laur. 


1554- 

The Prisca: cod. bod. mus. 103, 8. v, vi (Justel’s MS) 

Vt non sine epise. liceat quemquam ordinare ab his qui 
dicuntur corepiscopt. 

1 Corepiscopp. non licere * praesb. aut diac. ordinare, sed neque 
3 praesb. ciuitatis sine iussione episcopis sed cum * ersdem litteris 
eundi ad singulas parrocias. 


cod. vat. reg. 1997 (Chieti MS) s. viii  corepiscoporum 3 pres- 
biterum aut diaconem > presbiterorum * om. eisdem, 


Dionysius Exiguus: first edit., cod. vat. pal. 577, s. viii, ix. 

Corepiscopo non licere presb. aut diaconos ordinare: sed nec 
praesbiteros ciuitatis sine episcoy praecepto vel litteris aliquid 
agere in unaguaque paraecta. 

second and Dionysio- Hadrian edition. 

Chorepiscopis non licere presbyteros aut diaconos ordinare : 
sed nec presbyteris ciuitatis sine praecepto episcom uel litteris in 
unaquaque parrochia ( paroeccia), 


So, of the MSS of the 2nd edition, codd. bod. mus. 103 (s. x, 
with a chorep.), paris. 3837 (s.1x); paris. 1536 (s. x) reads pres- 
bitert; 3845 (s. ix) prot; 3848 (s. xiii) priv. In the Dionys- 
Hadr. MSS, with the text are codd. paris. 8921*, 11710 (s. viii), 
monac. 6244*, 14422, 14517, 6242*, paris. 3840, 3843, vallic. 
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A. 5 (of s. ix), vat. rege. 1043, monac. 14008, and bod. mise. 421° 
(of s. x); monac. 5258 (s.x) reads presbyteris .. . aliquid agere ; 
paris. 8921 (s. viii), 11711 (8s. 1x), both second hand, presbyteris 
(0s 8921%) .. . aliquid imperare etc.; monac. 14517, 6242, vat. 
reg. 1043 add second hand aliquid agere, or (monac. 6242) 
wmperare ete. Codd. paris. 8921 (8. viii), brit. mus. arund. 393 
monac. 6355 (s. ix), 3860, bod. mise. 421* (of s. x), monac. 
18217, 6241, 3852 (of s. xi) read presbyteros ciuitatis: monac. 
6244, second hand, and 14407 (s. x), first hand, read pres- 
byteros ... aliquid agere ; monac. 38604 (s. x) and 5525 (s. xii) 
presbyteros .. . amplius aliquid imperare ete. 

The Bobbian Dionysius, cod. ambros. s. 33 (s. ix) reads 
presbytero ... aliquid agere with aut amplius imperare licebit in 
the margin. 

The Concordia of Cresconius agrees with the Dionysio- 
Hadrian version in 3 MSS examined, with these variations : 
cod. vat. pal. 579 presbyteros, monac. 6288 presbytero, bod. 
mise. 436 presbyteris. 

Now if we argued from the Greek MSS alone, from their 
numbers and authority, we should without hesitation accept 
the text of a: ywpemoxdrots ph eLeivar tmpecBurépovs 7 Siaxdvous 
xEtporovety, GAAG phy pnde mpecBurépovs médrAews, xwpls Tod 
émirparjvat 70 Tod émicKdTov pera ypaypdatop ey érépa mapotxla. 
But it has been of late assumed (e.g. by Lightfoot! and 
others) as beyond question that the true reading is. . . mpeo- 
Burépots méAEws .. . ev Exdorn maporklg (the text ofS); apparently 
on the ground of (1) the support of the Latin, and of (2) the 
presumption that the countenance thus given to presbyterian 
ordination caused the corruption of the text, and perhaps, we 
may venture to add, through ignorance of the actual state of 
MS authority. 

Against this assumption we may argue that (1) the evidence 
of the Latin versions is over-estimated. For (a) from the 
remarks made above the Latin versions are not helpful for 


1 Diesert. on the Chr. Ministry in his Philippians, p. 232. 


190 Lhe Lext of the Canons of Ancyra. 


our purpose; as translations they are very inferior, and it 
is but seldom that the Latin clearly shows of which of two 
variants it is the translation. (4) Such is the case with the 
present passage: the evidence of the Latin as to the original 
is altogether indecisive, The Prisca is no help; the Isidorian 
translator paraphrases the canon, so whether he renders pres- 
byteris or presbyteros shows us nothing. When we come to 
Dionysius the MS evidence does seem to point to presbyteris 
being his reading; but there is much confusion, and in face 
of the many MSS which disagree, it is impossible to speak 
with certainty. In any case, the great confusion in the Latin 
versions, which is so very easy to account for without the 
necessity of a ‘tendency,’ practically nullifies their evidence 
on this point. (c) If the Latin did point to rpeoBurépors, it 
need not represent more than one or two archetypes. We 
know that Greek MSS of the Canons were not very common 
in the West; even a Pope (Zosimus) in 418 had not an 
accurate copy of the Nicene canons; and it is not necessary 
to suppose that the translators had an infallible copy before 
them. 

(2) The second argument based on the anti-presbyterian 
tendency of the scribes is not borne out by any reference, 
allusion, or appeal. The fact of presbyterian ordination itself 
in early times is hypothetical; the few instances alleged by 
Dr. Hatch? have been answered by Mr. Gore®; while soon 
after the time of Ancyra, as soon as evidence begins to in- 
crease, we find episcopal ordination the absolute rule. And 
yet this presbyterian canon remains in the canon law of the 
Church, and it is never alluded to or quoted by any opponents 
of the Church’s order, any anti-episcopal reformer, such as 
Aerius, or any supporter of a supposed ancient church order. 
Further, the ‘tendency’ has not been universal ; the obnoxious 


1 It is quite conceivable that they might have translated speoBurépous pres- 
byterts, thinking that it depended on éfeiva:. 

3 Bampton Lectures, lect. iv. 

5 Christian Ministry, app. note E. 
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reading has remained in some Greek MSS and in many 
Latin MSS ; its inconsistency with the unquestioned law and 
order in the West was neither perceived nor felt. 

(3) On the other hand we have the direct authority of the 
Greek MSS. Here we have an unanimous agreement of a and 
B supported by later authorities. In favour of mpeoPurépois 
we have only 8 and two MSS of y, R,F,; of these F, is 
probably a copy of R,, while the 8 MSS (P,, here reading 8:4 
mpecBvtépwv) may easily be reduced to one archetype. The 
value of 8’s evidence has been examined at length, while y, 
the family to which R, F; belong, has absolutely no claim to 
represent the original. In this canon its tendency to varia- 
tion comes fully into play, cf. xwpemioxdrovs (R;*) -os (O,) 
pyre (R,). Further, it is this very group and this group alone 
which with Photius admits the undoubted emendation émoxé- 
mows. If xpeoBurépors were the original, it 1s hard to believe 
that one emendation in particular, mpeoSvrépovs, should have 
prevailed with such unanimity. On the other hand, mpeo- 
Burépovs being original, we have the variations we should 
expect, speoBurépos, émtoxdrors, dia mpecBurépwy in y and 8, 
and later speoBvrepov. However, both y and 8 agree unani- 
mously with the Latin and other authorities in éxdory, which 
may be the night reading. 

(4) The variants can be more easily derived from a than 
vice versa. HK. g. éxaorn gives as good sense with mpecBurépovs 
as érépq, hence it is hard to see why a change from an original 
mpecBurépots to mpecButépovs should have caused a change 
from the accompanying éxdorn to érépg. On the other hand, 
mpeoBvrépors with éxdorn is better than érépa, hence a change 
from an original mpeoBurépovs into mpeoBurépors might easily 
change the original érépq into éxaorn. 

Again, we have an easy explanation of the readings of 
yand%. The scribes of the archetypes of these groups made 
the very easy mistake of writing mpeoBurepors for mpeoBurépovs. 
This made emendation necessary, hence some y MSS substi- 
tute émucxdrots ; one 8 MS gives &:a mpecSvrépwrv. Other late 
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scribes and Zonaras, who had. seen these variations now estab- 
lished, to make it clear write mpecAvrepov. 

(5) If tpeoBurépors be right and ddAd piv pndé translated, as 
is right and as Dr. Lightfoot insists, ‘nor even,’ then it is 
implied that city presbyters ranked higher than chorepiscopi, 
which is most improbable. Chorepiscopi attended councils, 
had the yeipoOerlay émioxdérwv and at least claimed to ordain 
presbyters (Can. Antioch x); cf. also Can. Nic. viii témov 7j 
XwpemiaKdrrov 7) MpeaBurepov. 

(6) The text of a gives a very good sense, both with the 
correct translation of dAAa phy pydé, and without limiting 
the first mpeoBurépovs to mpeoB. xdpcs (as by Routh, against 
which Lightfoot protests). There are constant conciliar pro- 
hibitions of bishops ordaining in other dioceses: how likely 
it is that country bishops should have been guilty of the same 
presumption, especially when the boundary line of two zapo- 
xias ran through obscure country districts (xépat) at a distance 
from the méAes! The fathers of Ancyra intend to forbid 
such ordinations by country bishops év érépa mapotxla. This 
raises another debated question—might country bishops ordain 
town presbyters within the limits of their own sapoixla, 
i.e. the wapoixia of the bishop of the aédAts to which their 
country districts (xépa:) were attached? Canon xiii, then, 
prohibits this also by the way: ‘Chorepiscopi may not ordain 
(any) presbyters or deacons (of town or country)—but not 
even town presbyters (in their own parish) without the per- 
mission of their (town) bishop in writing—in another parish : 
GAAG py... ypaypdroy being an afterthought. Perhaps how- 
ever xwpis... ypaupdatwv applies to both cases, ordination in the 
érépa traporx(a, and ordination of town presbyters in their own 
parish: if so then rod émoxdézov will include both the bishop 
of the neighbouring maporxla and their own town bishop. 
éxdorn, however, has very strong support; y and 8 are unani- 
mous and there is no trace of érépg in any Latin version ; it 
may be right. Then if we adopt our former translation ép 
éxdorn map. will belong to the parenthesis, and the fathers 
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having entered upon a new subject have forgotten to complete 
their original prohibition with an év érépq map.; or if xwpls 
-.. ypappdtwy belongs to both clauses év éxdorn map. will also 
do so without any difficulty. 


ce. xiv ef 8& pH BovarAowro a (P,* P,O,0, P, F,V;) R, P, F,* 
VV, LO, R, fjoh 4 bals matt 
el 5 Bovdowro R, P, * B(P, R,O, F,*O; P, Py, V.*) 
P,, P}, zon 


el 8& BdeAvocowTo V,O, Cy8 Mon joh 1 2 3 56 8 phot 


The Latin versions support ei 5@ BdeAvooowro, viz. Isid. 
quod si tantum (i tant.) eas abominatiles iudicauerint (puta- 
uerint) ; Dionys. quod si in tantum eas abominantur. The Prisca 
is too abbreviated to give any help, cf. the Chieti MS: placuit 
ut tangerent et 81 sic non obaudient canonem, placuit cessare. In 
only one MS (cod. veron. 63 ‘epitome hadr.’) out of over 50 
has any trace been found of another reading : quod si noluerint: 
et in tantum eas abhominabiles rudicauerint. 

Here as in ¢. xiii, but much more decisively, we have y and 
5 against a and B, and at first sight the reading seems the 
right one and it receives wide support, the Latin, John of 
Antioch, Photius, and some MSS in a and 8. 

On the other hand (1) BdeAvocowro is much the easiest 
reading: it is the word generally used in this connection, 
ef. Can. Apost. 111, Gang. pref., i, ix, xiv, xx; and familiar to 
the scribes from its use in the N. T.: cf. Rom. ii. 22, Apoc. 
xxi. 8, BdéAvypa in S. Matt. xxiv. 15 (e¢ parail.), Apoc. xvii. 
4, 5) XX1. 27, BdeAvards in Tit. 1.16. (2) The orthography 
varies very much, BdedAvcowvTo, BdeAvecowTo, BdeAAVoCOLTO. 
(3) Against BdeAvocowro we have a and B, while the general 
decision against y and 8 weakens their authority here. (4) If 
BovAowTo was the original reading we can understand the 
confusion with ef BovAoswro, ef 5% [yu] Bovrowro, [el] py 
tmelxovev, but with an original BdeAvooowre the ground of 
confusion is to a great extent removed. 

Between ei 5 SovAowro and ef 8 pi Bova. it is hard to 
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decide. However, (1) as in c. xxv R, P, agree with B: (2) B, 
y, 8 agree in the absence of yw: (3) ef 5 Bova. is much the 
hardest reading; we must supply ofrws xpareity éavrdy (or 
dnéxecOat with Zonaras), the ofrws being explained by os 
pnde x.7.d.: (4) while 7 is a very obvious correction, and so 
is inserted in V,F, by a second hand. Hence the reading 
of B seems preferable. 


The variations in ¢c. XV T@ kuptak@, mempaypevwv, C. XXi 
rovT@ ovyriderat, the addition of tAnpGca:—have been already 
alluded to (pp. 179, 180). 


As a concluding test of the accuracy of the MSS it would 
be well to refer toc. xxv. Here a and B agree in émqopyoa 
or énupopécat, one of which is most probably original, and, as 
in ¢. xiv, the two oldest MSS of a R, P, agree with B which 
is a presumption in favour of B’s reading émgopéca. Iny we 
have éudopjoa, an obvious emendation, but with y’s usual 
correction and inaccuracy—in O, eu and 7 are corrections, 
O,* reads éztopjoat, in F, the » has dropped out. The best 
MSS of 8 agree with a, émupopjoa, but M, M, and joh 4 8 
have adopted émigoprica: (a scholion in M,). Lastly, among 
the late MSS we have a new variant, ém@wpacas in f. 
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Aprenpix I, 


THE SYRIAC VERSION, 


In the Text and Essay account has been taken of the Latin 
version alone, but since writing the above I have been enabled to 
give some contributions from other versions also. We have in 
Pitra’s Analecta Spicilegio Solesmensi, vol. iv, a Syriac version from 
a MS in the Paris Library, cod. 62, saec, viii, and the Latin 
translation (P) is given below. This we can supplement. by a 
translation (M) of a MS of the same version in the British Museum, 
cod, add. 14,529, which has been very kindly translated foy the 
essay by Professor Margoliouth : the date of this MS is given as saec. 
vii or viii, but the version must have been made at a time when the 
office of chorepiscopus had become unfamiliar ; cf. the title of c. xii. 
An inspection of almost any canon will show that M follows the 
Greek more closely and is much more literal than P, a result which 
cannot be wholly due to the greater literalness of the Latin trans- 
to errors of translation; besides a few enumerated below we find, in 
P—c. ili Bodvyrds re x.r.A. translated co quod... clamitarent, xv 
drrokaBeww emptoribus restituere, XX1V émt dvevpéver Pappaxerav ut obrecta 
deperdita repertant, in c. xiv the first ei BovAowro 1s omitted, while 
the translator seems to have misread or corrected the conclusion of 
c. vil, reading rére for ro d€: in M we have—c, ili ra tmdpyovra 
and 7 mpoAaBotca omitted, Vv mpd mavrav Sé 6 Bios translated omnium 
conversatio. Both versions again show an epexegetical or explanatory 
tendency: in P, cf. c. x ovras péve, émirpamnvat, xi airéy made to 
mean raptores, in xili the addition of licet celebrare, in xxii of 
integram vitam, But especially is this the case with M, cf. 
particularly the explanation of rod dprov 4 rornpiov avapépew in c. 11, 
C. ll Bpopd mm. . Se€apevovs = aliquid cibi.. attulere ort eorum, 
Cc. Vili to explain pera rijs mpooghopas simulac recipiantur is added, in 
C, X xatdoracis and pera ravra are fully explained, and xcaradefApevous 
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modified by eo quod tacuerint, cf. also primum .. postea in c. XIV, 
mensuram xx annorum = HAtkiav ravrny in Cc. Xvi. 

With regard to the text they generally follow a, with the 
important exceptions of c. xill éxdory, xiv BdeAvocowro, and some 
agreements with y. Besides these they read cuvidoey in c. ii, 
and we notice the following renderings or mistakes: in c. xviii 
xadeotaras is made transitive, while in xvii Aerpocavras is intransi- 
tive ; éva in xviii is also translated wrongly, ut or quales; c. xxi 
kat rovT@ ouvridévras = quibus adhaeret praesens synodus or et cum 
hoc termino consentimus, in the same canon rots epicpevous is qualified 
wrongly by modo, supra. We notice also that of xematcpevor (c. 
xvii) are those gui probantur, qui tentantur a daemoniis. | 

There are no traces of any of B’s special readings (p. 164): lepas, 
adodporépe, om tis (c. Vi), afiaoa (except perhaps in factat hoc, 
M), ef 8€ Bovrowro, Boxei, xpdver. 

The version has indeed a close connection with y (cf. p. 167). It 
definitely agrees in making cc. iv, v into one canon, in c. xill 
éxdorn, xiv ef 8¢ PdeAvocouwTO, XV TH Kuptaxe, Xx1 add mAnpoca, XXV 
€av mpocepOdpn ; c. X gut ordinands sunt, qui futurt sunt may point 
to xabiorduevor; P seems to have found yopis in c. vi, abseque 
tormentis. But these readings are of the nature of corrections 
and would agree with the epexegetical character of the version ; 
and, on the other hand, we have clearly dprov 4 wornptoy in c. ii, 
Scexaprvpavro in x, #7 is not omitted in ii, and in xili mpeoBurépous 
nédews seems to have been the reading translated (cf. the note on 
the canon: Mr. Turner of Magdalen College suggests it as possible 
that the original ran adda pay pndé édrcos omitting mpeoBurépous 
altogether, and that this was the reading translated by M). 

With 8 (cf. p. 169) the Syriac agrees in the variations mentioned 
above in cc. xill, xiv, also in xxi add mAnpéca, and in iv the Syriac 
represents dco: nev odv ; further M has a few more similarities—c. i1 
recta et pulcra may point to f ovpmparros, xix gui professt sunt to the 
aorist, and xii decere may be a translation of dei». But these are 
all, and the remaining variations of 8 of which we can speak with 
certainty are clearly rejected, viz. c.i om tT, ili mepioxeOevras (at 
least M gives et scissa sunt vestimenta), vi pdvy, Vii } év térg, 1x 
TH GAAy, XV Tempaypéevov, XV1 Ern erepa, XX1 mpa&tos, XXV 7 Se adeApy 7), 
while P omits 4 ovpmpdrro: in ¢. ili, and has émayyeAAduevoe in XIX, 
and both seem to read mpeoBurépous in c. xiii (but see above for M). 

To sum up, the Syriac practically is a version of a: its evidence 
as to*the readings in cc. xiii, xiv of course is important, but on the 
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whole its tendency to agree with y will only show that if 8 
represents a western recension of the canons, y represents the 
emendations current in Antioch and the East. 


TEx, 


PARIS. COD. 62 (P). 

Iterum canones xxiv qui An- 
cyrae in Galatia conditi fuerunt 
a synodo 1bt adunata. Canones 
asta Nicaenis canonibus priores 
sunt tempore. At propter auc- 
toritatem magnae sanctaeque sy- 
nodi Nicaenae primo loco de- 
scriptt sunt Nicaent canones. 

Lin nomina episcoporum qui 
in Ancyrae synodo adunati sunt : 
Vitalius Antiochiae, Marcellus 
Ancyrae, Ayricolaus Caesareae, 
Lupus Tarsi, Basilius Amasiae, 
Philadelphus * Lleliopoleos, * Eu- 
stathius Nicomediae, Heraclius 
Zolont, Petrus Iconii, Nune- 
chius Laodiceae, Sergianus An- 
tiochzae in Pisidia, * Epiraorius 
Pergae, Narcissus Neroniadis*. 

Istt porro episcom, cum con- 
gregatt furssent, infra descriptos 
canones definierunt et sanxerunt. 


Le sacerdotibus qui sacrifi- 
carunt, 

De sacerdotibus illis qui, 
postquam sacrificaverunt, con- 
versi denuo agonem non quidem 


1 Lat. Iuliopolitanus. 


32 Lat. Eustolus. 


Brit. Mus. cop. ADD. 14,529 (M). 
Synodi Ancyranae canones 
xxtv. Ht canones priores sunt 
1278 gut positi sunt Nicaeae. 


De presbyteris qui sacrifica- 
verunt. 

Sacerdotes ii qui sacrificave- 
runt, et rursus conversi dolue- 
runt, non ab arte aliqua sed veri- 


S Lat. Epidaurus. 


* Lat. (codd. Paris. 8921, 11710, 11711) add. Leontius Neroniadensis, 
Longinus Dicasionensis, Amphion Alfius, Selaus Germanus. 
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astutia quadam sed _ veritate 
impulsi inierunt, quique id antea 
non praeordinaverunt, ut cru- 
ciati crederentur, licet ficte 
tantum et apparenter tormentis 
obiicerentur: de his placuit 
synodo, ut quidem gradus honore 
dignarentur, non autem ut offer- 
rent, homilias haberent, aut 
sacerdotis quovis munere un- 
quam fungerentur. 


De diaconis qui sacrificarunt. 


Diaconis qui, cum simili modo 
sacrificaverint, postea conversi 
agonem subierunt, alius honor 
concedatur; verum ab omni 
sacerdotali ministerio abstineant 
necesse est ; nec deferre panem 
aut calicem ad altare nec prae- 
dicare valent. ‘Quod si qui- 
busdam episcopis propter illorum 
laborem humilitatem et man- 
suetudinem aliquid amplius illis 
dare aut aliquid demere utile 
visum fuerit, plena illis potestas 
conceditur. 


The Syriac Version. 


tate, neque cum prius compo- 
suerint dolum et finxerint et per- 
suaserint, ut putarentur accipere 
tormenta, cum haec tormenta 
opinione tantum et figura affer- 
rentur neque veritate : his visum 
est honor sedis suae ut esset iis ; 
ut offerrent vero oblationem aut 
interpretarentur aut ullo modo 
implerent ministerium sacerdo- 
til 6, avis 


De diaconis qui sacrificave- 
runt. 

Diaconi rursus qui sacrifica- 
verunt et postea conversi dolue- 
runt, honor quidem alius est iis ; 
sunt vero soluti ab omni minis- 
terio sacerdotii, ab inferendo 
altari pane vel poculo et a 
dando corpore et sanguine et 
praedicanda oratione. Quod si 
homines de episcopis * viderint 
in iis opera conversationum vel 
mansuetudinis vel suavitatis, et 
volent aliquid maius dare vel 
adimere, sit licitum iis. 


II. 


De illis qui dum aufugerent 
captt, ob molentiam quam passt 
sunt factt sunt ethnict. 

Illos qui dum _ aufugerent 
capti aut a familiaribus traditi 


De 118 qui fugientes capt sunt 
et per vim accidit us aliquid 


paganism. 


lh qui fugientes capti sunt 
aut a familiaribus suis traditi 


1 Haec verba accuratius reddit D.S.M. Quod si homines de episcopis 
videbunt (avvidoev) tis (i.e. apud eos) laborem aliquem vel humilitatem 


mansuetudinis et volent etc. 
2 ouvidoer. 
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sunt, aut alio quovis modo bonis 
possessionibusque privati, tor- 
mentis tentati, aut in carcerem 
coniecti sunt, eo quod se christi- 
anos esse clamitarent; quique 
violenter tractati ab illis qui 
eos deducebant, aliquid ethnicam 
religionem redolens in propriis 
manibus deferre aut escam reci- 
pere violentia coacti sunt, licet 
se christianos esse confiterentur, 
tristitiamque ex iis quae acci- 
derunt conceptam perpetuo os- 
tenderunt tum demisso aspectu 
suo, tum humili veste atque 
ratione agendi: tales immunes 
a peccato existere certum est; 
unde a communione arcendi non 
sunt. * Quod si ?a quibusdam 
repulsi sunt, sive ob nimiam 
cautelam, *sive ob ignorantiam, 
extemplo recipiantur oportet. 
Ita etiam decretum est de iis 
qui ad clerum et de iis qui ad 
statum laicalem pertinent. At 
ampliori disquisitione facta de 
laicis qui talibus in angustiis 
versati sunt, an ad ordines pro- 
mover1 possint, placuit hos, ut- 
pote qui nihil peccaverint, ordi- 
nari posse, dummodo anteactae 
vitae mores reperti fuerint ho- 
nesti. 
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sunt aut alias sublata sunt ab 
is, toleraverunt autem tormenta 
et ceciderunt in carcerem, cla- 
mantes se esse christianos, et 
*scissa sunt vestimenta eorum 
et violenter res paganismi in 
manus eorum hi qui cogebant 
eos iniecerunt, et aliquid cibi 
per vim attulere ori eorum, con- 
fitentibus per omnia se esse 
christianos, et dolorem super 
his quae acciderunt sibi omni 
tempore ostendentibus omni 
praeparatione et humilitate et 
vita demissa: hi, tamquam 
homines qui non peccaverunt, 
ne prohibeantur omnino a com- 
munione. Quod si _prohibiti 
sunt ab hominibus propter ac- 
curationem maiorem aut propter 
ignorantiam, continuo recipi- 
antur, sive de clero sunt, sive 
de ordine laicorum. Quaere- 
batur vero et tentabatur etiam 
hoc, utrum possint laici illi qui 
in hanc necessitatem inciderint 
fieri clerici; et convenit etiam 
hos, tamquam homines qui nihil 
in hoc peccaverint, si inveni- 
atur conversatio eorum recta et 
pulcra, admitti ad impositionem 
manus quae in sacerdotio fit. 


SLY. 


De tts quit ob diversas causas 
in quamdam idololatriam impe- 
gerunt. | 


- 1 Quod st etiam, accuratius D.S.M. 


De tis qui per causas varias 
aliquid paganismi egerunt. 


2 Gr. ind twos. 


> aut etiam quorundam tgnorantia accuratius D.S.M. 


* =mepoxiobévras, 


5 cc. iv, v=c. iv cum 7. 
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Inter illos qui vim passi 
sacrificarunt aut in templis ido- 
lorum manducarunt, * omnes illi 
qui, dum incederent, festivo 
apparatu aut pretiosioribus ves- 
tibus usi sunt, quique cenae in- 
differenter participes facti sunt, 
placuit synodo, ut anno integro 
inter auditores remaneant, iil 
annis genua flectant cum paeni- 
tentibus, ii annis orationibus 
tantum participent, et ita demum 
ad id quod perfectum est ad- 
mittantur. 


The Syriac Version. 


De iis qui per vim sacrifica- 
verunt, et cum his etiam ede- 
runt aede idolorum: eos quidem 
qui, cum ducerentur illuc, sche- 
mate laeto ascenderunt et ves- 
timentis ornamenti usi sunt et 
communicaverunt facile in cibo 
qui paratus erat, convenit annum 
unum esse infra auditores, et 
lil annos paenitentes, et ii annos 
communicare in oratione com- 
municantium non admissos, et 
tunc venire ad illam quae per- 
fecta est. 


(V). 


Omnes autem illi qui lugubri 
veste accesserunt, quique, recli- 
nati ut manducarent, per inte- 
grum cenae tempus lacrimantes 
visi sunt, cum iii paenitentiae 
annos degerint, ad omnia reci- 
piantur praeterquam ad oblatio- 
nem. Quod si non comederint, 
cum li annis paenitentiae vaca- 
verint, tertio anno  orationi 
participent, non autem oblationi, 
ita ut quarto anno id quod 
perfectum est accipiant. Epis- 
copis autem, cum conversionis 
modum scrutati fuerint, amplio- 
rem liceat eis ostendere cari- 
tatem aut ampliorem imponere 
paenitentiam ; ante omnia autem 
attendatur priori posteriorique 
eorum conversationi, et ita illis, 
prout decuerit, ostendatur hu- 
manitas. 


Qui autem in vestimentis 
doloris et aegrimonia ascende- 
runt, et accubuerunt et ederunt 
dolentes et lacrimantes per omne 
tempus, cum impleverint ii 
annos in paenitentia, admitti 
sine oblatione. Quod si accu- 
buerunt tantum neque ederunt, 
li annos esse in paenitentia et 
in tertio communicare orationi 
communicantium sine oblatione ; 
ad eam vero quae perfecta est 
admitti quarto anno. Liceat 
autem episcopis, scrutantibus 
genus paenitentiae, aut mise- 
ricordia uti aut tempus maius 
paenitentiae adicere; omnium 
autem examinetur conversatio 
pristina et ea quae postea, et 
sic misericordia mensuretur iis. 


1 =Gr, dco pey ov (D.S.M.) cum 8, 
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V (Vid). 


De illis qui minis tantum 
cesserunt. 

Si quidam ministantum devicti 
et absque tormentis bonorum 
direptione aut exilio sacrifica- 
runt, neque usque ad hanc diem 
conversi paenitentiam egerunt, 
nunc autem coadunata synodo 
accedentes conversionis manifes- 
tarunt volitionem : illos placuit 
usque ad diem magnam inter 
auditores recipere, elapsa autem 


die magna, iii annos inter 
paenitentes consistere, iique 


alios annos orationi participare, 
quin oblationi intersint, atque 
ita ad id quod perfectum est 
annis vi elapsis admitti. Quod 
si quidam ante synodum ad 
paenitentiam admissi sunt, ab 
hoc tempore sexennii computari 
initium oportet. Si quis autem 
in periculum quoddam mortisque 
expectationem ex morbo aliave 
causa incidit, recipiatur iuxta 
decretum necesse est. 


De tis qui ob temorem tantum 
pagant factt sunt. 

De iis qui propter minas 
tuntum tormentorum vel rapinae 
possessionum suarum vel exilii 
a loco concesserunt et sacrifica- 
verunt, et adhuc non paenitentes 
facti sunt neque conversi sunt, 
sed hoc tempore synodi surrexe- 
runt et ostenderunt mentem 
paenitentiae : convenit usque ad 
diem magnam admitti eos infra 
auditores et postea esse iii annos 
in paenitentia, et post hos duos 
communicare orationi cum com- 
municantibus sine oblatione, et 
tunc veniant ad eam quae per- 
fecta est, ut impleant tempus vi 
annorum. Quod si sunt homines 
qui ante hance synodum admissi 
sunt ad paenitentiam, tunc com- 
putetur iis tempus vi annorum. 
Quod si periculum aliquod aut 
Opinio mortis a morbo aut ab 
alia causa acciderit, sub condi- 
cione admittantur, 


VI (VII). 


De illis qui in diebus festis 
ethnicorum cum ethnicis. come- 
derunt. 

Relate ad eos qui comedunt 
in locis ethnicis reservatis, dum 
ethnici festum celebrant, licet 
escas secum allatas manducave- 
rint, placuit synodo ut ii annis 
inter paenitentes exactis deinde, 


De rs qui in locisa edis ido- 
lorum vescuntur. 


De iis qui ederunt in festis 
paganismi in loco strato paganis, 
cum cibos suos secum latos 
ederint, convenit i1 annos eos 
paenitentiam agere et recipi. 
Utrum vero deceat etiam obla- 


1 2 dkeriay imonecdvras SexOjva tore, el xph, HETA Tis mpoopopas’ Exacroy 
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si opportunum visum fuerit, ad 
oblationem admittantur. Unus- 
quisque episcoporum disquiret 
et diiudicabit quomodo in unius- 
cuiusque casu sit agendum. 


Lhe Syriac Version. 


tionem simulac recipiantur acci- 
pere permissum voluntati unius- 
cuiusque episcoporum ut, cum 
examinaverit conversationem 
eorum, ' faciat hoc. 


VII (VIII). 


De illis qui pluries sacrifi- 
carunt. 

Qui bis vel ter sacrificaverint, 
violentia compulsi, iv annos 
agant inter paenitentes, iique 
iterum annis orationi intersint, 
non autem oblationi, septimoque 
anno demum plene recipiantur. 


De i218 qui saepius sacrifica- 
verunt. 

Ti qui bis terque coacti sacri- 
ficaverunt, iv annos saint in 
paenitentia, et ii annos commu- 
nicanto in oratione sine obla- 
tione, et anno septimo perfecte 
recipiantur. 


VIII (IX). 


De tlhis qui aliis sacrificands 
causa exstiterunt. 

Omnes illi qui non solum 
errarunt sed qui in ceteros 
fratres insurgentes illis vim vel 
intulerunt vel ut illis inferretur 
causa exstiterunt, 111 annos inter 
auditores remaneant, vi annos 
deinde inter paenitentes agant, 
perque alium annum ad oratio- 
nem admittantur, non autem ad 
oblationem, et ita demum, com- 
pleto decennio, ad id quod per- 
fectum est recipiantur; in eo 
autem ipso tempore eorum reli- 
quam agendi rationem observare 
oportet. 


De tis qui etiam aliis causa 
erant ut sacrificarent. 

Ii qui non solum ipsi declin- 
averunt, sed etiam surrexerunt 
et coegerunt alios et fuerunt 
aliis causa ut abnegarent, hi iil 
annos in loco inferiore audito- 
ribus et vi annos alios in loco 
peenitentium et annum alium 
accipiant communionem orati- 
onis sine oblatione, et cum 
compleverint tempus x annorum 
communicanto ei quae perfecta 
est, examinata cum his etiam 
conversatione vitae eorum. 


1 Pedfiwoa. 
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IX (X). 


De diaconis qui matrimonit 
convincuntur post suam ordina- 
tionem. 

Omnes diaconi, qui ordinandi 
sunt, si in ipso ordinationis 
momento interrogati dixerint se, 
quia sine uxore vivere non 
possunt, velle uxorem ducere, 
postquam matrimonium inierint, 
in officio permaneant, cum uxo- 
rem ducendi ab episcopo acce- 
perunt licentiam. Qui vero 
silentes ‘ita ordinem suscepe- 
runt, si deinceps matrimonium 
contrahant, ab officio deponan- 
tur. 


De diaconis quit, accepturt 
impositionem manuum, antea 
testantur de matrimonio. 

Omnes ii qui futuri sunt dia- 
coni si eo tempore quo admit- 
tuntur ad impositionem manuum 
testati dixerunt oportere eos 
communicare, quia non possint 
ita perseverare: hi, etiam si 
postquam acceperint impositio- 
nem manuum communicant, ma- 
neant in ministerio, propterea 
quod ab episcopo ceperunt ve- 
niam ad hoc. Quod si homines 
tacuerint quo tempore accipie- 
bant impositionem manuum, et 
receperint eo quod tacuerint, se 
sic perstaturos esse et postea 
venerint in matrimonium, sol- 
vantur ministerio. 


X (XI). 


De feminis quae postquam 
desponsatae sunt ab altis vio- 
latae fuerunt. 

Puellae quae postquam de- 
sponsatae fuerunt ab aliis sunt 
raptae, placuit ut reddantur lis 
qui prius eas desponsaruat, eti- 
amsi raptores illis vim intulerint. 


De ws quae postquam de- 
sponsae sunt corruptae sunt ab 
alas, 

Virgines quae desponsae sunt 
et postea ab aliis raptae, con- 
venit sponsis suis pristinis reddi, 
etiamsi per vim quid acciderit 
ils. 


XI (XII). 


De catechumenis et de auditor- 
bus gut sacrificaverunt. 

Tli qui, cum ante baptismum 
sacrificaverunt, postea baptis- 


De wis gut, cum essent audi- 
tores, sacrificaverunt. 

Eos qui ante baptismum suum 
sacrificaverunt et postea bap- 


1 =paradefapeva pévew obras, 


204 


mum susceperunt, placuit ut ad 
ordines recipiantur, quia pecca- 
tum abluerunt. 


The Syriac Version. 


tizati sunt, convenit ‘decere 
venire ad ordinem cleri, prop- 
terea quod se purgaverint bap- 
tismo. 7 


XII (XIII). 


De chorepiscopis. 
Chorepiscopis § sacerdotum 
diaconorumque  ordinationem 


non licet peragere, nec civitatum 
‘ presbyteris, absque licentia 
episcoporum per scriptum data, 
licet ‘ celebrare in *quovis loco. 


Quod non deceat sine episcopo 
urbis fiert clericwm ab iis quibus 
rurt secundum consuetudinem 
antiquam nomen episcopt est. 

Chorepiscopo non licet pres- 
byteros aut diaconos facere, 
neque ruri neque °in urbe sine 
venia episcopi, quae fit © omni 
loco per literas. 


XIII (XIV). 


De clericis qui carne absti- 
nent. 

Qui in clero perstant sive 
presbyteri sive diaconi, et ab 
esu carnium abstinent, placuit 
ut comedant et ita ‘salvent 
semetipsos. Quod si carnem ita 
*impuram habuerint ut etiam 
holera cum carne cocta non com- 
edant et canoni se submittere 
nolint, ab officio deponantur. 


XIV 


De bonis ecclesiae propter ne- 
cessttatem alienatis. 
Facultates ecclesiae, quas va- 


1 2 = mpodyeoOas deiv. 


De clericis qui se abstinent 
esu carnis. 

Qui sunt in clero presbyteri 
et diaconi qui renuunt esum 
carnis, convenit primum edere 
et postea, si volent, continere 
se ipsos; quod si *impuram 
perhibeant eam ut ne _ holus 
quidem coctum cum carne edant 
neque oboediant canoni, sol- 
vantur a gradibus suis. 


(XV). 


De rebus ecclesiae quae propter 
necessitates ecclesiae venterunt. 
Res quae propriae sunt eccle- 


2 malit presbyterorum D.S.M. 


3 male interpretatum : rectius presbyteros D.S.M. 


* malit ordinare D.S.M. 


5 =éxdory. 


6 2 = mpecBurépous médcws. 


7 vel melius teneant vel cohibeant D.S.M. ei BovAowro omittitur. 


8 = BdeAvocaVTO. 
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cante sede episcopali abaliena- 
verint presbyteri, ‘ecclesiae red- 
dantur, *ita ut penes episcopum 
sit pretiumemptoribus restituere 
vel non, quoniam multoties emp- 
toribus in magnum lucrum cessit 
rei venditae proventus. 
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siae, quae cum deésset episcopus 
& presbytero venierunt, reddan- 
tur ‘ecclesiae. Illud vero, 
utrum deceat pretium sumere 
annon, sit in arbitrio episcopi: 
quod saepe fructus eorum quae 
veniere rependit iis qui emerunt 
pretium maius. 


XV (XVI). 


De wis qui cum bestiis com- 
miscentur, 

Relate ad eos qui se commis- 
cuerunt vel se commiscent cum 
bestiis, vigeat canon sequens: 
Qui antequam vigesimum annum 
attingerent peccarunt, xv annos 
inter paenitentes cum degerint, 
postea orationibus intersint ; et, 
cum in hac communione v annos 
expleverint, etiam oblationem 
recipiant: attendatur tamen 
eorum vitae, dum paenitentiae 
vacant, ita ut humane tractentur. 
Quod si quidam ad satietatem 
usque in hoc peccato vixerint, 
diuturniorl poena plectantur. 
Omnes autem qui praedicta 
aetate transacta in hoc peccatum 
inciderint, etiam cum haberent 
uxores, XXV annos in paenitentia 
perseverent, postea orationibus 
communicent, atque, cum vV 
annos in hac communione con- 
summaverint, oblatione digni 
habeantur. Quod si viri hab- 
entes uxores transacto quinqua- 
gesimo anno in hoc peccatum 


1 =rq@ xupian® (2). 


De ris quit cum bestits adulter- 
antur. 

De iis qui cum bestiis com- 
municaverunt vel communicant 
statuimus nos omnes eos qul 
antequam xx annos nati fuerint 
peccaverunt, xv annos paeniten- 
tiam agere, et postea communi- 
care orationi, et cum fuerint in 
communione Vv annos tunc etiam 
oblatione dignos haberi: pro- 
betur vero etiam conversatio 
eorum in paenitentia, et sic 
digni habeantur misericordia. 
Quod si homines ad satietatem 
perseveraverunt in peccato hoc, 
paenitentia protracta decernatur 
in eos. Qui vero praeterierunt 
mensuram xx annorum et uxores 
habentes inciderunt in peccatum 
hoe, paenitentiam agant xxv 
annos, et tunc recipiantur ad 
communionem orationis, et cum 
impleverint v annos in commu- 
nione orationis, digni habeantur 
oblatione. Quod si homines 
uxores habentes et tempus | an- 
norum praetervectl peccaverunt 


7 accuratius in iudicio vero eptscopi sit D.S.M. 
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inciderint, in extremis tantum 
oblatione donentur. 


The Syriac Version. 


ad finem vitae suae digni habe- 
antur communione. 


XVI (XVII). 


De illis qui postguam cum 
bestiis se commiscuerunt leprost 
Jactt sunt. 

Tilos qui cum bestiis se com- 
miscuerunt sunt vel *facti sunt 
leprosi, iussit synodus inter *eos 
qui probantur orare. 


De tis qui cum bestiis vel cum 
maribus pollutt sunt vel adhue 
polluuntur. 

Qui polluti sunt cum bestiis 
vel cum maribus et adhuc pol- 
luuntur et ‘contabescunt, his 
imperavit synodus ut sint oran- 
tes cum iis qui *tentantur a 
daemoniis. 


XVII (XVII). 


De episcopis consecratis qut 
repulsi sunt. : 

Quod si quidam_ episcopi, 
postquam consecrationem acce- 
perint, a locis quorum titulares 
existunt, eo quod accepti non 
fuerunt, ad alium locum migrare 
voluerint, episcopos *qui eos 
consecraverunt conturbantes et 
vexantes, excitando contra illos 
tumultus, tales segregentur. Si 
autem * pacifice se gerere volu- 
erint in sacerdotio, ° ut sacer- 
dotes antea existebant habeantur 
nec a gradu deponantur. Sin 
autem tumultus cierint adversus 
episcopos ibi existentes, ab illis 
auferatur etiam sacerdotis mu- 
nus, denuntiatosque se noscant. 


1 Gr. Aempwoartas. 
3 Gr. rods xadecra@ras. 


* Gr, xabéCecOau, 


De ts qut fuerunt episcopi 
meque receptt sunt. 

Quod si homines qui fuerunt 
episcopi neque recepti sunt in 
locis quibus nominati erant, et 
ad alia loca volent ire, cogentes 
et excitantes turbas contra eos 
S qui se fecerunt, hi sint cir- 
cumscripti. Quod si volent 
rursus fieri presbyteri ° quales 
fuerunt antea, ne alienentur 
honore suo. Quod si turbave- 
rint adversus episcopos * qui 
fecerunt se, adimatur iis etiam 
honor presbyterii et sint pro- 
scripti. 


2 Gr, rots xerpaCopévous. 
5 Gr. év6a Foay «7.2. 
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XVII (XIX). 


De illis qui, postguam virgmi- 
tatem voverunt, in mundum 
redierunt, sive viris sive feminis, 
et de mulieribus cohabitantibus. 

Omnes qui virginitatem vo- 
vent votaque frangunt, canoni 
bigamos respicienti submittan- 
tur, Virgines quae sororum 
more cum quibusdam commo- 
rantur, arcemus. 


De tis qui propter virginitatem 
abnegaverunt mundum et de 
mulieribus tis quae sub schemate 
sororum habitant cum viris. 

Ti? qui professi sunt virgini- 
tatem et violant professionem 
suam, terminum qui statutus 
est in eos qui ducunt duas 
uxores impleant. Virgines vero 
illas quae sub specie sororum 
habitant cum hominibus pro- 
hibuimus, 


XIX (XX). 


De laicis quorwm usxores, vel 
apsi, adulteria commiserunt, 

Quod si cuiusdam uxor vel 
ipse adulterium commiserit, post 
vil annos ad id quod perfectum 
est admitti possunt, iuxta gradus 
antea descriptos, 


De tis quibus sunt usxores 
adulteratae vel qui adulterantur. 

Si fiet ut uxor hominis adul- 
teretur, aut homo cum uxore 
alterius adulterium faciat, post 
vil annos digni censeantur com- 
munione oblationis. 


XX (XXI). 


De muleribus quae pueros 
suos necant. 

Mulieres quae, cum scortatae 
fuerunt, pueros occidunt aut 
tentant fetum opprimere, ad 
finem vitae usque excommuni- 
catione plectebantur iuxta pri- 
ores canones, * quibus adhaeret 
praesens synodus. Attamen, 
cum hoc decretum aliquatenus 
rigidum visum fuerit, decrevimus 


1? mémayyeiAadpuevor, 


De tis quae varie occidunt li- 
beros suos a stupro. 

De feminis quae _ constu- 
prantur et occidunt liberos suos, 
et 118 quae callide agunt et per- 
dunt fetus suos, terminus prior 
usque ad exitum earum de. 
mundo prohibet eas; *et cum 
hoc termino consentimus. Sed 
inventa re clementiore hoc 
tempus x annorum definivimus 


3 Gr. Kal rovry cvyriberra, 
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ab istis mulieribus x annos se- 
cundum gradus modo definitos 
2 esse explendos. 


The Syrtac Version. 


2ut impleant, secundum gradus 
1 supra distinctos. 


XXI (XXII). 


De homicidis voluntariis. 

Qui volentes homicidia per- 
petrant inter paenitentes in- 
tegram vitam agant: sed ad id 
quod perfectum est in extremis 
admittantur. 


De 118 qui sponte sua occidunt. 

Ti qui sponte sua occidunt 
sint in paenitentia omne tempus 
vitae suae: ea vero quae per- 
fecta est in exitu suo e mundo 
digni cengeantur. 


XXII (XXIII). 


De homicidis involuntarits. 


Homicidis involuntariis vetus 
canon vil annos praescribebat 
antequam ad id quod perfectum 
est iuxta gradus definitos ad- 
mitterentur: secundus autem 
canon v annos tantum prae- 
scribit. 


De ws qui non sponte sua 
occidunt. 

De caedibus quae accidunt 
citra voluntatem, mandatum 
prius vii annos statuit in actiones 
eorum secundum gradus supra 
positos: hoc vero alterum tem- 
pus Vv annorum definivit in eos 
ut impleant. 


XXTIT (XXIV). 


De ariolis. 

Qui divinationis artem exer- 
cerunt aut ethnicorum mores 
imitantes in domos suos divinos 
inducunt, * ut obiecta deperdita 
reperiant vel ut puritatem con- 
sequantur, canoni v annos de- 
finienti iuxta graduspraescriptos 
subiaceant, li annos in paeni- 
tentia iique annos in oratione 
explentes, absque tamen parti- 
cipatione in oblutione. 


1 Gr. rods dpiopévous. 


3 Gr, émi dvevpéoe: pappaxeay h kal Kaddpoe, 


De praestigiatoribus et iis qui 
praestigiatores sunt et consue- 
tudines paganismi sequuntur et 
iis qui introducunt homines in 
domos suas ut ad inventionem 
magicae vel ad purgationem : 
sub canone Vv annorum ponantur 
secundum gradus ibi definitos: 
ili annos in paenitentia et ii in 
oratione sine oblatione. 


$ =mAnpwca (?). 
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XXIV (XXV). 


De tllis qui wirgines violant 
e¢ de illis qut fetus opprimere 
tentant. ; 

1 Quod si quis adolescentulae 
sibi desponsatae sororem viola- 
verit ita ut fructum ab ea 
habuerit, postea tamen despon- 
satam duxerit, et ila quam 
violavit sibi necem intulerit: 
de illis qui ita scienter agunt 
praescribit synodus ut, x annis 
expletis, cum eis *qui simul 


De tis qui norunt de corrup 
tione virginis. 


1 Si factum est ut desponsarit 
homo puellam et postea corrup- 
erlt sororem eius, eaque ab eo 
conceperit, et rursus duxerit 
sponsam suam; ea vero quae 
concepisset suspenderit se ip- 
sam: iis qui norant actionem 
imperatum est ut post x annos 
veniant ?ad communionem ob- 


orantes adstant iuxta gradus 
definitos admittantur. 

Desinunt canones xxiv in 
synodo Ancyrae conditt. 


lationis iuxta gradus definitos. 


Apprenp1x II. 


THE ARMENIAN VERSION. 


THE appended translation (as literal a one as possible) of the 
Armenian version of the canons has been very kindly made for me 
. by Mr. Conybeare, of University College, from a MS in his own 
possession, and to him I am also indebted for the following 
information. 

In his history of the Armenian versions (Venice, 1890), 
P. Karékim assigns the sixth and eighth centuries as the limits 
for the translation of the Armenian book of canons, which he 
further supposes to have been made partly from the Greek, and 
partly from the Syriac. No grounds are given for either opinion ; 
but the Armenian of the version would appear to be of about the 
seventh century, and this is borne out by internal evidence, thus 
the office of chorepiscopus requires explanation (c. xiv), dioeceszs is 
used in its later sense as equivalent to mapomia, and, more 
significantly, ‘Roman’ is used for ‘Greek’ in c. xiv. Again, the 
spelling of the names in the preface would support a Syriac 
original, for the transliteration direct from the Greek is usually 


1 = ddy mpocepbdpn. 
VOL, III, P 
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3 Gr, els rods cyveoraras. 
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much more exact, but comparison with the Syriac versions in 
App. i does not at all support this supposition. The Armenian 
has never been published. There are MSS of it at Venice and 
Jerusalem, but not of an early date ; the best are in Edschmiadzin, 
but even they appear to be only of the fourteenth century. 

The version, as will be seen at once, varies so much from the 
Greek as to afford hardly any evidence as to various readings 
in the original. The last six canons are missing, but the loss is 
balanced by the insertion of a new canon (x) and of much new 
matter, e.g. in cc. ix, xi, xvii, xx. Canon xv supports an original 
B8edvocowro; but on the other hand mpecAurépovs may have been 
read in ¢. xiv, which is closer to the Greek than most of the canons, 
though éy érépa mapoxia is omitted. 

On other grounds the version is very interesting. Its chief 
characteristic is an increase in severity: the terms of penitence are 
much heavier than in the Greek, cf. e. g. cc. iv, viii, ix, xvii; the 
presbyters and deacons, in cc. i and ii, must have undergone great 
violence to excuse their fall; deacons who break their pledge of 
celibacy suffer a heavy penance in addition to deprivation (c. xi); 
the sterner view is taken as to the eating of meats or idolothyta 
in c. x; and lastly the sin of apostacy and of causing others to 
apostatize is regarded as most heinous, under the ‘first canons’ 
death was the penalty for the latter, but the fathers at the peril of 
seeming contradiction to Holy Scripture’ permitted the offenders to 
receive the viaticum. On the other hand they appeal to the 
misericordia Christi as the ground for leniency in cc. iii, xvii (9 vii). ° 
So too almsgiving and munificentia erga pauperes is insisted upon 
as an indispensable sign of penitence, cf. cc. vil, Vill,.ix, x, XI. 
Technical terms are fully explained, e. g. éxxnpixrovs in c. xix and 
the stages of penance in cc. iv, xx. Among such explanations we 
notice in c. i that dpsAciv is rendered ad interpretationem sedere, the 
tnterpretatio being the translation of the Greek or Syriac lections 
into the vernacular ; also that testamentum legere is a ‘ liturgical’ 
function of the presbyters, as to this day the reading of the Gospel 
is restricted to priests or deacons. The Armenian word for clerus 
in c. lii (as for clericus in xv. tit.) means ‘covenant,’ or ‘ vow,’ and 
s0 denotes all those who have taken vows, and thus includes monks 
‘also and at times even all the faithful as being bound by baptismal 

1 Viz. to the words of Christ, Negabo et ewm coram patre meo: but perhaps 
the original signified obedience to the divine precept, viz. to the remission of 
sins, guaecumque solveritis, etc. Cf. note. 
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vows; hence the clert puert are not the families of the clergy, but the 
children of the church (cf. Acts iii. 25). Ordination is wnctio (c. xi, 
xiv), but itis also marked by laying on of hands (c. xiv tit. etc.). The 
choreptscopus is regarded as possessing full episcopal powers, only 
differing in point of dignity from the town bishops who are valde 
magni. 

The consistent alteration of the terms of penitence in the direction 
of greater severity, and the supplementary character of the new 
matter introduced, as well as the definition of penance before left 
vague (e.g. in c. xx) suggests two conclusions: (a) that the canons 
were still in practical force in Armenia at the date of the version 
and that would be due to the close proximity of and wars with the 
Arabs ; this will also explain the stern view taken of apostacy in 
c. ix, with the allusion to the sentence of death which could have 
only been enforced under a Christian government: (6) that in the 
present version we. have an authoritative ‘revision of the original 
canons by a council, or some other authority, in Armenia; such a 
council, and not that of Ancyra, would be the ascundwm conciliwm 
of c. ix, and the primi canones be those of a previous Armenian 
synod, as their enactment is certainly not in the canons of any 
Greek council. 


EXORDIUM. 


Hi canones priores sunt quam illi qui Nicaeae instituti sunt. Qui 
enim Nicaeae instituti sunt, ut ‘antiquiores instituti sunt propter 
grave maximumque concilium quod congregatum est in urbe Nicaea. 

Qui undique congregati sunt in concilium Ancyranum, eorundem 
nomina subscripta sunt istic: Marcellus Ancyranus, Agricolaeus 
Caesariensis, * Paulus Tarsensis, Vitalia Antiochensis, * Barselius 
ex Amasia, Philadelphus Iuliopolitanus, * Eustrolius Nicomedensis, 
Heraclius Zelonensis, Petrus Iconensis, Nunechius Laodicensis, 
Sergianus ab Antiochia Pisidica urbe veniens®. Convenientes ergo 
Ancyram, unanimiter congregatis orthodoxis, dissolutionis causa 
Lyciae impietatis quae ad idolothyta sollennia invitos cogebat 
presbyteros, instituerunt secundum peccata terminum modumque — 
paenitentiae, viginti capita canonum qui isti sunt. 

1 Haec verba Armenice aequiparant mpecBevew ‘to be better, more important.’ 

4 Lupus syr. et lat. isid. 5 Basilius syr. et lat. isid. 

* Eustolus lat. isid. 

5 Syr. add. E,piaorius Pergae (? Epidaurus), Narcissus Nerontadia, et lat. 


isid. etiam in quibuedam mas, Leontius Nerontadensis, Longinus Dicastonensis, 
Amphion Alfius, Selaus Germanus, 
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I. De presbyteris qui ethnicorum violentia usque ad tormenta 
mortisque minas provecta ipsi propter metum sacrificaverunt, 
posteaque laboraverunt et solliciti sunt et revera redierunt: de 
talibus placuit sancto concilio, ut honorem cathedrae secundum 
ordinem habeant, sed ad interpretationem sedere vel oblationem 
offerre vel testamentum legere ne liceat. 

II. Idem canon et diacono constituatur, si ab invito factum sit 
sacrificium et sine voluntate, sique sit reditus sincerus. Placuit mag- 
no concilio: in sacerdotium ne accedant, sed in ordine ministerii 
remaneant; si vero cruciatus et supplicium ab iniquis graviter in- 
ciderint reditusque sincerus fuerit, episcopus sit arbiter ’ presbytero 
et diacono an digni sint qui sui quisque gradus ministerio fungantar. 

III. De Isicis et de cleri iuvenibus: si quis coactus fuerit 
impiorum violentia ad sacrificandum et direptis eorum bonis 
aliisque permaximis mortibus illatis, sique illi conclamaverint 
se christianos esse et de deo alio quodam nihil plane cognoscere, 
et si coacti ederint idolothyta maesti et animo contristati, non sine 
plangore lacrimisque, * iis per misericordiam Christi venia detur ut 
mortalibus et infirmis; talibus in ordinem ministerii obsignari 
liceat. Si quis vero de clero sit, dignus est qui adducatur in 
gradum sacerdotii; praesertim si prior vita recta fuerit, ut ac- 
cipiantur placuit maximo concilio. 

IV. De iis qui violentia abducti sunt ad sacrificandum, posteaque 
cum pervenissent in locum volenter hilares solutique per lusum 
risusque lascivierunt in eorum templis, tunc autem in paenitentiam 
adducti sunt: placuit propter amorem dei erga homines ut duo 
annos audiat, et ii1 annos in vestibulo particeps sit precum, duoque 
annos ingressus ecclesiam cum paenitentibus egrediatur; vitam 
perquisitus eucharistiam participet. 

VY. Qui pullo amictu iverunt et inter accubitionem epularem 
ederunt, sed diem totum toro accumbentes fleverunt paenitueruntque, 
cum segregati substratique compleverint paenitentiam, triennium 
sine eucharistia accipiantur. Si vero non comederint, biennium 
segregentur; tertio iam anno participent sine eucharistia, ita ut 
quod perfectum praecipuumque est post tres annos accipiant, id est 
eucharistiam. Episcopos penes sit, cum morem reditus spectaverint, 
peccantem indulgentius tractare vel et aliquantulo spatium paeni- 
tentiae proferre. Praecipue et ante omnia quae fuerit anteacta | 

1 Arm. eritsoun 7) mpecBurépy. 


4 t vel et per misertcordiam Christi renia data stt vitae eorum mortali, i.e. 
ita ut tormenta corporis non passi sint, 
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vita peccantis et in quibus versatus sit omni modo investigatio fiat 
et probatio, secundum quam et indulgentia aestimabitur. 

VI. De iis qui minis coacti suppliciove seu bonis mulctati seu 
exsulantes oboedierunt sacrificaveruntque, neque adhuc rediverunt 
neque exomologesin fecerunt, nunc autem et ante tempus concilii 
animum induerunt paenitentis redeuntisque: placuit usque ad diem 
Pascharum audiant tantum, post autem magnam diem, Pascharum 
dico, sub disciplina sint iii annos; at peracto biennio participent 
sine eucharistia, et hoc modo usque ad rem perfectam veniant; eo 
ut omnino vi annos compleant. Si quis autem ante concilium ut 
paenitens exceptus sit, ab eo tempore aestimetur eidem initium vi 
annorum complendorum. Si cui vero periculum vel exspectatio 
mortis inciderit propter morbum vel aliam causam, is accipiat sub 
definitione. 

VII. De iis qui ethnicorum in domos iverunt, ubi et locus 
paratus est sese impurandi causa, praesertim si et suos cibos 
attulerint ibique se lasciviae dediderint: etenim de talibus liber 
dicit, \commisti sunt inter gentes et didicerunt opera eorum : de his 
placuit ut triennium audiant, bienniumque *substrati participent 
preces; ad episcopi tandem placitum per misericordiam compas- 
sionemque erga pauperes participent eucharistiam. 

VIII. De iis qui iterum tertioque euntes idolothyta comederunt, 
suosque cibos tulerunt obtuleruntque, postea vero exhortante epi- 
Scopo ipsoque animo, in exomologesin paenitentiamque venerunt : 
placuit vii annos sub disciplina sint, et duo annos preces participent, 
ut paenitentes substrati; deinde spectati et posteram vitam et sin- 
ceritatem paenitentia afflictione et misericordia beneficentiaque erga 
pauperes comprobantes ad episcopi placitum eucharistiam participent. 

IX. De iis qui ipsi non abstinuerunt a sacrificiis sed et fratres 
et amicos suos dolo seduxerunt ut una cum ipsis perderentur, 
propuleruntque eos praecipes in imam foveam, perinde atque 
scriptum est, *foveam suis fodit, in eandem cadat quam fecit : 
tales et primi canones interfici iusserunt, sed * secunda vice placuit 
unanime maximo concilio ‘offendere divino praecepto, gut autem 
negaverit me coram hominibus, negabo et ego eum coram patre meo 
qui est in coelis et ° quaccumque solveritis super terram erunt soluta 


1 Ps, evi. 35. 2 Arm. tind dzeramb =sub manu. 5 Pg, vii. 16 (?). 

* forte legendum: secundo placutt unanime maximo concilio. 

5 insulsa lectio videtur offendere, nisi particula negativa antecedat, quae 
deesse videtur, vel vox ipsa adhaerere possit significare.; vide autem pag. 210. 

* S. Matt. x. 33 et xviii. 18, 


214 The Armenian Version. 


in coelo ; itaque placuit cuncto maximo concilio ut vivant neque 
moriantur; si facto reditu salutis usque ad plenam exomologesin 
adducti fuerint insaniae magistri qui familiares ad insaniam ad- 
egerunt, prae gravi paenitentia magnaque tribulatione viaticum 
accipiant. Quos autem insanos reddiderunt, quinquennium *sub 
disciplina sint, iv vero annos substrati preces participent, prae 
munificentia erga pauperes eucharistiam participent. 

*X. De iis qui comedunt sine discrimine et indifferenter cibos 
ethnicorum: placuit concilio magno deumque amanti dicere ‘omnia 
munda mundis, coinguinatis autem omne immundum, id esse 
quodcunque dignum sit iis comedere licere. Si fieri possit, ne 
degustet omnino; sin gulam audeat, caseum carnemque quae viro 
catechumeno mactata sit ne comedat; sed omnem cibum potumque 
et frugem et cramben etiam quae idolis cunque oblata fuerint, 
ne degustet omnino; quae vero per sacrificium labe haud maculata 
fuerint, panis, vinumque, lac, fruges, crambe, vestimenta, bestia, 
libera sint. ‘ Nolite tamen dare sanctwm canibus, cibcs cleri sanctae 
ecclesiae °homini, ‘cui character domini non impressus sit, canones 
vetant. Sin vero mavis id agere quod ab apostolo dictum est, 
Tomne quod in macello venit, manducate, audi continuo, st quis 
autem dixerit, hoc immolatum est idolis, nolite manducare. Si quis 
vero praecepto huic offendat et gulae obtemperet, paenitentia et 
eleemosyna peccatum expiet, unum annum substernatur, sed *cleri 
pueris ne omnino socius fiat; nonne scriptum est, °in sapientia 
ambulate ad eos qui foris sunt, ne nomen domini per vos blasphemetur 
inter gentes ? 

XI (X). Diaconis qui cum ad unctionem adducti sint. conclam- 
averint se castos esse nequire, sancte nubere fas est, quia 'honor- 
abile connubium et torus immaculatus ; posteaque ad sacerdotium | 
promoveantur et palam libereque episcopo administrent. At si qui 
. in unctione ipsa tacuerunt et in approbatione idcirca professi sunt 
ut confirmarentur in gradu, postea autem nupserunt, a sacerdotio 
cessent et ab ordine ministrantium ecludantur; vii annos inter 
audientes et duo annos substratus munificentia erga pauperes expiet 

1 Arm. und kargok ad lit. = stb iussis. 

* Hic canon non in graecis reperitur. 

3 Tit. i. 15. ‘ S, Matt. vii. 6. 


* per facilem emendationem M. Baronian, textus enim armenius hic 
corruptus est. 


© id est non baptizato; cf. 1 Cor. i. 16 arm. 7 1 Cor. x. 25 et 28. 
® id est filits ecclesiae ; cf. Acta iii. 25. 
® Col. iv. 5 et Rom, ii. 24. 10 Heb. xiii. 4. 
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peccata; sed examinatus spectatusque paenitentiam ab episcopo 
participabit eucharistiam, sed in ordinem et ministerium ne intret. 

XII (XI). Sed quaecumque desponsae sint virgines nuptaeque 
repertae sint, postea vero ab aliis raptae sint, placuit ut restituantur 
lis quibus erant desponsae, vel si ob violentiam refugiant ne liceat. 

XIII (XII). Qui ante baptisma sacrificaverunt posteaque baptizati 
sunt, placuitin gradum promoveantur tales, ut qui fonte lustratisunt. 

XIV (XIII). Chorepiscopis ne liceat presbyteros diaconosque 
unguere, neque autem creare seu unguere ' presbyteros in ulla urbe 
sine permissu episcopi seu per litteras seu ipsa voce mandantis. 
Etenim qui in regionibus sive pagis episcopales erant, tales appellat 
chorepiscopos: chorepiscopus enim *Graece appellatur inspector 
pagi, factoque discrimine eorum qui valde magni sunt, nempe qui 
civitatibus praefecti sunt, episcopi appellantur regionum. 

XV (XIV). Qui de clero sint presbyteri vel diaconi aut alio 
quidem munere in ministerio fungantur, abstineantque sese carne, 
sed appetitu ad gustandam adducantur, palam neque clam comedant; 
si autem maluerint, abstineant: et hoc et illud canones permittunt. 
Si quis tamen *pro impuro habeat sive cramben sive panem 
propter carnis contagionem, eum ecclesiae canones non accipiunt. 

XVI (XV). De facultatibus quae ecclesiae esse definitae sunt, 
quodcumque sit, sive domus seu ager seu arvum, antequam 
episcopus in vico esset, sed presbyteri vendiderunt, potestatem 
habeat easdem ab lis exigendi: postea vero episcopus aestimabit et 
ius et pretium rei, utrum pretium oporteat adimere an reddere. 

XVII (XVI). De iis qui sese bestiario stupro polluerunt: si quis 
iuvenis veluti xv annos natus peccaverit, xv annos audiat posteaque 
quinquennium substernatur ; paenitentiaque eius investigetur per- 
quiraturque ; is, si lacrimis et corde paenituerit, eleemosynaque 
peccatum expiaverit, dignus fiat qui participet eucharistiam. Sin 
vero adultus peccaverit veluti xx annos natus, xx annos audiat 
quinquenniumque substernatur ; si tamen in peccatis perseveraverit, 
spatii plus addatur paenitentiae; fervorem et eleemosynam spectetur 
et eucharistiam participet. Si tamen uxorem habens sese polluerit, 
usque ad vitam peractam inter audientes sit cum gemitu et afflic- 
tione eleemosynaque; placuit magno concilio propter ‘hwmani 
generis amorem ut in discessu vitae accipiat viaticum. Bestiam 
vero, si ad edendum sit idonea, canes comedant lac carnemque. 

XVIII (XVII). Qui corpus maculosum seu lentigine sive alio quo 


1 ? wpeaBurépous méAEws. $ Arm. Horome i.e. Romane. 
3? BdeAVocarTO. * ? piravOpomia (Tit, iii. 4). 
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morbo habent, si clanculum alios contagione morbosos reddiderint, 
inter daemoniacos teneantur. 

XIX (XVIII). Qui episcopi erant institutique, repudiati autem 
a dioecesi quae deputata est, in alteram dioecesin adire voluerunt 
vique alterius dioecesis episcopum cogere, adducta re in contentionem 
turbamque, tales fas est ab ecclesia pellere et occludere. Si tamen 
velint in ordine cuius erant presbyteratus sedere et nomen pres- 
byterale habere, digni sunt acceptione. Sin episcopo obviam eant 
et resistant, omnino ab honore presbyteratus pellantur et coram 
ecclesia sit publica expulsio, eo ut omnibus notificetur. 

XX (XXI). Qui iam adulti castitatis professionem fecerunt, 
posteaque vota non servaverunt et fornicati sunt, tales abhinc 
casti esse nequeunt: velut si duas feminas duxerit, talis ha- 
beatur; subiiciatur condicionibus paenitentiaeque; biennium in 
vestibulo substernantur, unum vero annum iam in ecclesiam 
ingressi cum paenitentibus egrediantur ; animum et cor paenitentis 
ostendant et participent eucharistiam; sed ad unctionem sacer- 
dotalem ne promoveantur. Virginibus autem quae quibusdam veluti 
sorores sese consociabant, diutius ne consocient, interdiximus. 


ANCYRANI CANONES, CAPITA XX. 


I. De sacerdotibus qui necessitate immolaverunt. 
II. De diacenis idem facientibus. 
III. De chert puerts qui vi coguntur ad idelothyta comedenda. 
IV. De tis qua volenter sacrificaverunt. 
V. De tis qui hilariter manducaverunt. 
VI. De gavisis qui quominus paeniterent moratt sunt. 
VII. De its qui in domos iverunt ethnicorum atque comederunt. 
VIII. De 22s qui perseveraverunt in peccatis. 
IX. De ws qui et tpsos et alios deceperunt. 
X. De non dando in oblationibus cibos infideliwm. 
XI (X). De diaconss qui feminam ducunt. 
XII (XI). De tts qui abripiunt virgines desponsatas. 
XIII (XII). De cts qui post sacrificationem baptizati sunt. 
XIV (XIII). De manus imponentibus chorepiscopis sacerdoti. 
XV (XIV). De clericis qui voluerunt carnem gustare. 
XVI (XV). De facultatibus quae ecclesiae appellatae sunt. 
XVII (XVI). De animalia struprantibus. 
XVIII (XVII). De tts gui corpore maculoso sunt. 
XIX (XVIII). De episcopo qui alienam dioecesin occupat. 
XX (XIX), De tts qui castitatem profitentur. 
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VI. 


THE CHELTENHAM LIST OF THE CANONI- 
CAL BOOKS OF THE OLD AND NEW 
TESTAMENT AND OF THE WRITINGS 
OF CYPRIAN}?. 


[W. Sanpay.] 


The following articles may be consulted :— 
Mommsen, Zur lateinischen Stichometrie,in Hermes, Bd. xxi. pp. 142-156, 
J. Weiss, Hin neugefundenes Kanon-Verzeichniss, in Hilgenfeld’s Zettschr. 
JS. Wiss. Theol., Jahrg. xxx. (1887), pp. 157-171. 
Harnack, review of Mommsen in Theol. Literaturzeitung, Jabrg. xi. (1886), 
cols, 172-176. 

Zahn, review in Zeitschr. f. kirchl. Wissenschaft, 1886, pp. 113-118. 

I have not seen an article by Volkmar in Theol. Zeitschr. aus der Schweiz, 
1886, p. 184 ff. Zahn seems to promise a special ‘ Beilage’ on the subject in 
the forthcoming second volume of his Gesch. d. neutest. Kanons. [Appeared 
Oct. 1890]. 


WE in England are too often indebted to foreign scholars 
for the discovery of our own treasures. When Prof. Mommsen 
was in England in the autumn of 1885 he found in the 
Phillipps Collection at Cheltenham (since in part dispersed) a 
MS. of no great value in itself, but which derives a certain 
value, as Prof. Mommsen was not slow to recognise, from a 
list inserted in it of the Books of the Old and New Testaments 
and of the writéags of Cyprian. The interest of this turned 
of course mainly upon the substance of the list, but it was 
enhanced by the occurrence of a note which seemed to give it 
a date, and that a date as early as the year 359 A.D. 

The MS. was numbered 12266 in the Phillipps Collection, 


1 The substance of this essay was read on Feb. 22, 1886. It has been re- 
written, in view of the materials which have accumulated in the interval, but 
the part relating to Cyprian is left much as it was, 
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and is ascribed to the tenth century. I saw it after Prof. 
Mommeen in the summer of 1886, and took some notes, which 
have not however been verified. The lists are quite cor- 
rectly given by Prof. Mommsen, whose proofs were revised 
by Mr. Fenwick, Jun., son of the owner of the library. The 
only point on which a question may be raised (as to the 
interpretation of the data for Cyprian’s Testimonta ad 
Quirinum) will be noticed below. The MS. is thus de- 
scribed in the late Sir Thomas Phillipps’ Catalogue, from 
which an extract is given in Zangemeister’s Durchforschung der 
Bibliotheken England's (Vienna, 1877), p.99. I keep Zange- 
meister’s numbering. 


(1) Eusebii Cronica de Generationibus Bibliae’. 
(2) Persecutiones octo contra Christianos. 

(3) Prophetiae ex Sacris Libris. 

(4) Virtutes Eliae Prophetae. 

(5) p- _—ysel Eiio? (sie) do. 

(6) Comparationes ? Hominum. 

(7) Liber Generationis Hominum. 

(8) Nomina Regum Samariae. 

(9) Nomina Prophetarum et Sacerdotum. 

(10) Patriae Levitarum. 

(11) Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 
(12) Index Librorum Canonicorum Vet. et Novi Test ‘. 
(13) De Locis Hebraicis. 

(14) Alia Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 
(15) Excerpta ex Cassiani Collationibus, 


1 The opening words of the MS. are Chronica Eusebii Caesariensis epi 
Incipiunt Generationes totius Bibliothecae. Sir T. Phillipps clearly did not 
profess to reprpduce exactly the titles in the MS. My notes are not quite 
sufficient to allow me to give a revised list, or I would do so: the principal 
points are noted below. 

* My notes have distinctly Incipiunt etva helisei uirtutes. 

> Contropationes (= dyriBéoe:s?) Cod., i.e. distinctions of persons bearing 
the same name, as Adam the protoplast, Adam filius barao (Adad filius 
Badad Vulg. in 1 Chron. i. 46; the various reading will be noticed), ete. 

* The list of the writings of Cyprian is omitted. 
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(16) Augustinus de Gratia et Libero Arbitrio. 

(17) Augustinus de Correptione et Gratia. 

(18) De Origene, qui scripsit Mille et Sexcentos Libros. 
Fol. min. mb. s. x. folio 105. 


There is nothing I believe really by Eusebius in the MS. 
The first 100 pages are a miscellaneous compilation consisting 
of lists of various kinds, digested and classified, such as did 
duty for biblical and chronological science in the early Middle 
Ages. The larger portion (beginning on p. 66) is taken from 
the so-called Liber Generationis, itself a statistical account of 
the sons of Noah, their dispersion and the regions which they 
occupied, the mountains and rivers of Scripture, the judges, 
kings of Judah, kings of Rome, prophets, prophetesses, 
high priests, and the like. The learned opinion of the 
present day seems to be on the whole favourable to the view 
that Hippolytus was the author of this work}. Another 
and still better MS., No. 1829 7, in the Phillipps Catalogue, 
was also at Cheltenham, and is now, I suppose, with the 
other Meerman MSS. at Berlin. Both MSS. were derived 
from the same archetype, but the older MS. was differently 
dated and had not the lists of books. On p. 77 of the 


1 So Mommsen, Krusch, and Duchesne (Lib. Pontif. p. iii). Zahn expresses 
dissent (Z. f. kirchl. Wiss. 1886, p. 113), but he has not yet, so far as I 
know, published his reasons. If it is not by Hippolytus himself, it seems at 
least to belong to the time of Hippolytus. The leading MS. is dated in a 
number of places the thirteenth year of Alexander Severus (206 from the 
Passion, A.M. 5738 = 234 4.D.). The work circulated in two forms, sometimes 
separately and sometimes incorporated in the larger compilation which passes 
under the name of Fredegarius (Duchesne, wi sup.). It has been published at 
various times by Canisius, Thesaurus Mon. Eccles. et Hist., tom. ii. 147 ff. (ed. 
Basnage, Amsterdam, 1725), Labbe, Nova Bibl. MSS., f. 298 ff. (Paris, 1657), 
and recently (from an inferior MS., but with an attempt to restore the lost Greek 
original) by Pitra, Analecta Sacra, ii. 274 ff. (1884). 

? Mommeen by a slip of the pen says 1895. The MS. in question is the same 
from which the Liber Generationis was originally published by Labbe, and 
the same also with the Codex Middlehillensis of Jerome’s Chronicle (Schoene’s 
M ; described on p. xiv of his edition) : it was written in the eighth century, 
Ruehl conjectures at Verona, and came into the Meerman collection from the 
Jesuit Collége de Clermont. The Liber Generationis begins on p. 183. 
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younger MS., inserted among the Hippolytean matter, is a 
chronological calculation which is brought down to the con- 
sulship of the two brothers Eusebius and Hypatius (eubium et 
typasium, fre Cod.) in the year 359, which tallies exactly 
with a further calculation, that from the founding of Rome to 
the imperium of G. Julius Caesar was 705 years, and from 
‘Julius Caesar to the consuls Eusebius and Hypatius an 
additional 406 years (705+ 406=IIII A. U.C.=358/9 A. D.) 

This note comes at the end of a list of the kings of Rome’. 
Then follow names of prophets and prophetesses, kings of 
Israel, and high priests; then on p. 81 some interpretations 
of Hebrew names (not from the work of Hippolytus) ; then 
on p. 82 begins the list of the Books of the Old Testament ; 
on pp. 83, 84 the lists of the Books of the New Testament 
and of the works of Cyprian ; and at the end of these con- 
tinuously in the same line some more interpretations from 
the Hebrew. These are not, I believe, taken directly from 
Jerome. A confused mass of such interpretations was floating 
about at the time when the MS. was written, though they 
would no doubt be less common in the year 359. 

There is an interval of five pages between the chronological 
note and the Biblical and Cyprianic lists; and the text 
which connects them is not all taken from the same work. 
It will be seen therefore that there is but a very small 
presumption that the lists in question proceeded from the same 
hand as the note. We are thrown back upon the internal 
evidence of the lists; and though there are features in them 
which would agree sufficiently well with such a date as 359, 
there are others which have the appearance of being somewhat 
later. 

Dr. Mommeen, as he explains, was hurried in his examina- 
tion of the MS.; and he does not mention the fact that it 
contains another note of time not quite consistent with that 
which he has given. On p. 66, at the beginning of the table 


1 Not, I think, ‘kings of Judah’ (as Mommsen, p. 143): the kings of Rom 
come between. 
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of contents of the Liber Generationis, occurs the following :— 
Haec sunt diutissime per diversa quaestta ; sic dinumeratio tem- 
porum et annorum a generatione saeculi, ab Adam usque im con- 
sulatum Valentiniani et Valentis; anni sunt. V. DCCCC .XX. 
VIII} 

It is hard to reconcile the two parts of the date. The first 
consulship of Valentinian and Valens is a.D. 365=4.M. 5857/8 
according to the era of Alexandria (invented by Julius 
Africanus). But this does not at all resemble the reading of 
the MS. (vpcccLvi1 compared with vpccccxxvil). The era 
of Constantinople (VpcccLxx111) would be nearer the mark *. 
But the era of Constantinople was not in use in the time of 
Valentinian ; so that if the calculations were made in accord- 
ance with that era it would not be contemporary, and no 
conclusion could be drawn from it. 

On the other hand, a.m. 5928=4.D. 436 according to the era 
of Alexandria, or 420 according to that of Constantinople. 
The consuls for the first of these years were Fl. Anthemius 
Isidorus and Senator; Emperors Theodosius II and 
Valentinian III; the consuls for the year 420 were the 
Emperors Theodosius II and Constantius III. There is 
nothing in either year or in the near neighbourhood of 
either year to suggest any obvious emendation or explana- 
tion. I can only for the present leave the discrepancy as it 
stands. Clearly the consulship of Valentinian and Valens is 
the more fixed point of the two. Numbers are always liable 
to corruption. We may accept then provisionally the year 
365 as the date of the note, which will at least serve to 
verify the statement that the surrounding matter was col- 
lected from various sources. At the same time it will not 
escape us that the two dates 359 and 365 are near each other ; 
so that to a certain extent the one lends support to the other, 
and would make it appear that the compiler or compilers were 


1 The punctuation is that of the MS., but the contractions are resolved. 
* [Mr. Turner suggests the era of Hippolytus (¥pccootxvim1), which would 
be nearer still and not open to objection. ] 
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busy about that period. More than this we cannot say. The 
lists certainly cannot be labelled ‘359’ without further 
question ; but they may be approached with a fair pre- 
sumption that they belong, if not to the year 359, yet toa 
date not far removed from that year ?. 

We have now to put the reader in possession of the lists. 
These are reprinted from Mommeen’s article, to which, as I 
have said, I have nothing to offer by way of correction. The 
Latinity and clerical errors of the MS. are reproduced as they 
are. 


Incipit indiculum veteris testaments qui sunt libri cannonici 

sic 
Genesis ver i 
Exodus ver 2 
Numeri ver ni 
Leviticum ver a 
Deuteronomium ver i 
Thi Nave ver a 
Iudtcum ver i 
fiunt libri VII ver 2 XVILIC 
Rut ver CCI 
Regnorum liber I ver IICCC 
Regnorum liber II ver LICC 
Regnorum liber ITI ver ILD 
Regnorum liber ITII ver IICCL 
fiunt versus VIIIID 
Paralipomen lib. I TIXL 


lib. II ver LIC 


1 It was customary to insert dates in compilations of this kind. That which 
goes by the name of Fredegarius bears a double date: the first 613, the second 
marking a further revision in 642 (or 641 ?): see Duchesne, L1b. Pontif., p.18 
etc. The Harley MS. 5251 (eighth or ninth century) appears to contain the 
latter date: Futt ab adam usque ad eracleum imperatorem regnante annorum 
XXxXI. Omnes anni V milia CXLVI. (Zangemeister, Durchforschung, etc. p. 26). 
A very slight correction (v1 for v) brings this right: a.m. 6146=<4.D. 641, 
which is the thirty-first year of Heraclius. 
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Machabeorum lib. I ver ITCCC 
lib. Il ver oo DCCC 
lob ver @mDCCC 
Tobias ver DCCCC 
Hester 
Iudit ver oC 
Psalmi David CLI ver V 
Salomonis uer VD 
profetas maiores ver XVICCCLXX numero IIII 
Y 
*saias uer ILIDLXXX 
Teremias uer IIIICCCCL 
Daniel ver wCCCL 


Ezechiel ver ILLDCCC 
profetas XII ITIDCCC 
erunt omnes ver % LXVILILD 
Sed ut in apocalypsis Iohannis dictum est: ‘vidi XXIII 


sentores mittentes coronas suas ante thronum,’ maiores nostri pro- 
bant hos libros esse canonicos et hoc dimisse seniores. 
Item indiculum novi testamenti. 
euangelia IIT Matheum vr ILDCC 
Marcus ver wDCC 
Lohannem vr wDCCC 
Luca vr ITICCC 
jiunt omnes versus X 
eplae Pauli % XIII 
actus aplorum ver IITDC 
apocalipsis ver coDCCC 
eplae Iohannis III ur CCCCL 
una sola 
eplae Petri IT ver CCC 
una sola 
Quoniam indiculum versuum in urbe Roma non ad liquidum}, sed 


? So Mommsen corrects : aliqgui dum Cod. 
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et aliht avartciae causa non habent integrum, per singulos libros 


computatis 


syllabis posus numero XVI versum Virgilianum 


omnibus libris numerum adseribsi }. 


Indiculum Cecili Cipriani. 


I. 
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13. 
14, 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19, 
20. 
a1. 
2%. 
23. 
24. 
25. 


1 There is 


ad Donatum CCCCX 


. ad virgines D 

. de lapsis DCCCCLXXX 

. de opere et elemosyna DCLXX 
. ad Demetrianum DXXXV 

. de aeclesiae unitate DCCL 

. de zelo et liuore CCCCXX 

. de mortalitate DL 

. de patientia DCCCLX 

. ad Fortunatum DCCXL 

. de domini oratione 


ad Quirinum libri IIT; I DL. 
IT DCCCL 
II DCCLXX 
ad Antonianum DCL 
de calice dominico CCCCL. 
de laude martyr. DCCCXXX 
ad confessores martyrum CXL 
Moyst et Maximo LXX 
ad eosdem alia CXX 
de precando deum CXC 
ad clerum LITII 
Aurelio lectort pro ordinato CXL 
Celerino C 
ad Lobianum DL 
ad Quintum C 
Ade prb XTITH% . XXX 


evidently some corruption here; see p. 263 below, where it is 


proposed to omit posut (with Mommsen) and to take versum Virgilianum as 
standing for gen. plur.—partly by the use of a vernacular form (verswm= 
versuum), partly by corruption, 
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26. Ade prb ai . CXX 
27, sententiae episcoporum DXX 
28. ad Pompeium CCXC 
29. ad Stephanum C 
30. ad Fidum CVI 
31. ad Magnum CCLXXXIIT 
32. ad Martialem CCCL 
33. Luci ad Eucratium XL 
34. Felici et ceteris XX 
35. de Numidia conf. XXX 
36. ad Florentium CCVIL 
37. ad preshb DXXIT 
38. ad eosdem et diat XXV 
39. ad clerum urb LXX 
40, Romani rese (so) CCXV 
41. adversus Iud CCXC 
42-50. ad Cornelium VILII ow CVI 
51. vita Cypriant DC 
fiunt omnes versus F XVIIID 


It will have been observed that the lists are themselves 
broken by interpolations, Both of these are suggestive, and 
throw light on the character and motive of the lists. The 
first is a comment on the number of Books in the Old Testa- 
ment; the second explains the purpose of the stichometry by 
which the lists are accompanied. The subjects which we shall 
have to discuss are : (1) the Canon and Order of the Books of 
the Old Testament; (2) the Canon and Order of the Books 
of the New Testament; (3) the Note on the Stichometries and 
the Biblical Stichometries ; (4) the list of the writings of 
Cyprian. 


VOL. IIL. Q 
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I. Tue Canon AND ORDER oF THE BOOKS OF THE 
Oxtp TrEsTaMENT !, 


The closer study of this part of the list I leave to those 
in whose department it falls more directly than it does in 
mine. It will be enough to indicate in broad outline the 
bearings of the Cheltenham list. This will perhaps be done 
best by placing it in comparison with other lists which mark 
the different stages and ramifications in the history of the 
Old Testament Canon. We must not assume that the order 
of development and the local order will necessarily correspond ; 
I have therefore placed together those lists which have any 
real affinity to each other apart from the geographical rela- 
tion of the Churches which they represent. As a simple 
basis for such an arrangement we may take the varying total 
assigned to the number of the Books. This however is only 
given where attention is expressly called to it by the list in 
question. The numbering also is that of the lists themselves. 
For the sake of further illustration the order of the Books in 
the Hebrew Canon is prefixed. In the case of the German 
and Spanish Rites the arrangement is typical: deviations 
from it will be found in individual MSS. Books which are 
not included in our present Canon are marked +. 


1 The lists are drawn up mainly from the texts given by Westcott and 
Credner. Hody has been compared, but is not very trustworthy. The first of 
the Jewish lists is put together from First, Kanon d. A. T, (Leipzig, 1868), 
compared with Hamburger, Real-Enc. f. Bib. u. Talm., 8. v. Bibel (Strelitz, 
1883-1886) ; for the second and third see Riehm, Finlettung in d. A. T., p. 63 
(Halle, 1889). Riehm explains the titles ‘ Earlier’ and ‘ Later’ Prophets as 
applying not to date but to position in the Canon. The reason assigned in the 
Talmud for the order of the Major Prophets turns upon their subject-matter : 
cum libri regum finiantur in desolatione, et Jeremias totus versetur in desola- 
ttone, Ezechiel vero incipiat in desolatione et finiat in consolatione et Jesajas 
totus versetur in consolatione, copulaverunt desolationem cum desolatione et 
consolationem cum consolatione. Examples of the variations in the MSS. may 
be seen in Dr. Neubauer’s Catalogue of Heb. MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 
Nos. 5, 7,17, 2323. 
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The lists thus collected furnish much matter for reflection. 
But before we approach the consideration of them in detail it 
is necessary first to say a few words by way of introduction. 
The variations of order in the Books of the Old and New 
Testaments point back to a critical moment in the history of 
the Biblical texts—the moment when they were transferred 
from rolls written for the most part on papyrus to codices 
written for the most part on vellum. The remains of ancient 
books which have been discovered among the ashes of Hercu- 
laneum and Pompeii and those which have been found in the 
Egyptian tombs are, if I mistake not, without exception in the 
form of the roll such as may be seen in the hands of the well- 
known Vatican Demosthenes. On the other hand, so far as 
I can remember, every single Biblical MS. now extant was 
originally whole or part, not of a roll but of a book which 
in outward shape and mechanical arrangement did not differ 
from our own. Even the fragments of the papyrus Psalter 
now in the British Museum, which Tischendorf thought to be 
as old as the oldest vellum MSS. (quo nullus codicum sacrorum 
antiquior videtur), but which the Palaeographical Society’s 
editors more probably assign to the sixth or seventh century ”, 
I imagine are not an instance to the contrary. Neither 
I gather are the still smaller fragments of the supposed 
Apocryphal Gospel discovered among the Fayim papyni°. 
Now the obvious difference between rolls and codices is that 
the latter might easily be made to hold much more written 
matter than the former. Hence while the roll, as a rule, only 
held a single book, and the length of books was adapted 
to the ordinary size of the rolls, a codex on the other hand 
would hold a number of books collected together in a single 
volume. The only bond of union for a collection of rolls was 
the case in which they were contained. But under these con- 
ditions there would be no particular order: one volume might 


1 Proleg. in V. T. Gree. p. Ix. 
2 Pal. Soc. i. 38: see the Table of Contents for corrected date. 
8 Bickell in Texte u. Untersuch., v. 4. p. 487. - 
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be taken out first at one time, another at another: the volumes 
_ might be numbered or marked in some way, but that had 
nothing to do with the structure of the case in which they 
were preserved. When the sheets of skin came to be folded 
and sewn together within the same binding all this was 
changed. Then the book which was written first always 
retained its place, and the others followed in regular sequence. 
Of course there might be a theoretical order in which the 
rolls were to be taken out of their case ; and that order might, 
as we have said, be indicated upon the roll; but where there 
was no such theoretical order, which came first would be a 
matter of accident. The transference of a text from the roll 
to the codex was in that case the first step towards fixing the 
order of its different parts. 

It is an interesting question at what date this transference 
took place. It was clearly an event which affected the whole 
body of literature, and in a special sense the Books of the 
Bible, because their order and sequence were not in many cases 
determined for them by their subject-matter. Birt, to whom 
belongs the honour of first bringing out the significance of 
these facts, placed the time of transition about the middle of 
the fourth century!. Jerome, he said, was the first scholar to 
possess a whole library in codices. He also pointed out how 
Acacius and Euzoius in the middle of the century found it 
necessary to renew upon parchment the worn-out collection of 
Origen’s books at Caesarea (corruptam jam bibliothecam Originis 
in membranis instaurare)*. ‘These are no doubt two important ~ 
landmarks. Yet in the case of the Bible at least we must go 
back beyond the middle of the fourth century. Bibles, which 
were in constant use, would need to be made of strong material ; 
and the form of the codex would be more compact and con- 
venient than that of the roll. Hence, as Birt remarks, the 
Sacred Books of the Christians (liturgical books as well as 

1 Das antike Buchwesen, p. 115. 


8 De Vir. Til. exiii. A trace of Euzoius’ work still remains in a MS. of 
Philo (see Cohn. Philon, Alex, Libell. de Opif. Mundt, p. ii). 
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Bibles), and law-books would naturally be the first to be 
systematically written in bound volumes formed by the. 
stitched sheets of vellum. There is abundant historical evidence 
that this was the case. The First persecuting Edict of Dio- 
cletian, issued in Feb. 303, was aimed specially against the 
Christian Books, But we have a number of documents—mainly 
Acts of Martyrs and documents relating to the beginnings of 
the Donatist controversy—which describe the course of the 
persecution which followed. These show at once what a number 
of codices the Christian Churches must have possessed. Take for 
instance the account of a police raid at Cirta (now Constantine) 
in Numidia, commonly known as the Gesta apud Zenophilum '. 
A demand is made for books: the library of the Church is 
found empty, but the police go on to pay domiciliary visits to 
the houses of the Church officials. One Catulinus brings out 
a ‘very large codex’ (codwem unum pernimium majorem: shall 
we say like the Codex Amiatinus?), Eugenius produces four 
codices; Felix, five; Victorinus, eight; Projectus, five large 
and two small (all codices, be it remarked). Victor the school- 
master (grammaticus) brings out two codices and four ‘quinions’ 
(i.e. apparently the loose sheets, or gatherings, not yet sewn 
together into a book). Coddeo is not at home, but his wife 
gives the constables six codices. All this is the product of 
a single round. And many other data of the same kind, though 
not perhaps quite so striking, may be adduced?. A few 
instances occur of rolls, but codices largely predominate. The 
change then, so far at least as Church books are concerned, 
was already accomplished at the beginning of the fourth 
century, and is thus thrown back some way into the third. 
Yet we cannot go beyond the beginning of that century; for 


1 Routh, Rell. Sacr. iv. 320 ff. 

? For further details I may perhaps be allowed to refer to an Introduction 
to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament which I have for some time — 
been preparing. This part was written before the appearance of Zahn’s 
recent volume in which he has called attention to some of the same phenomena, 
But the real merit belongs to Birt: we have only applied his investigations to 
the New Testament. 
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it is clear from the language used by the Roman lawyers that 
at that date papyrus rolls were still the rule and anything 
else the exception. It has to be explained that in legacies 
under the term ‘ books’ are included not only rolls of papyrus 
but membranae et philyrae (i.e. parchment and tablets pre- 
pared from the bark of the linden-tree): codzces also are to 
go with the bequest because under the name ‘books’ are to 
be reckoned not only volumina chartarum (the technical terms 
for papyrus rolls), but any written matter of a given length’. 
We gather from this that the vellum codex was coming in, 
but was not yet common. 

It has been said that the order of volumes in any particular 
case might be determined independently of their mechanical 
arrangement. Such would seem to have been the case with 
the Old Testament. There is said to have been a tradition 
on the subject which was already commented upon by the 
Talmudists of the third century*. The order of the Books 
would seem to have been to some extent fixed when Melito 
made his journey to Palestine with the express object of find- 
ing out ‘what was the number and what the order’ of the 
different parts of the Sacred Volume. And Athanasius again 
implies that there was a more or less settled order when he 
begins his catalogue by saying that the Books are ‘in order 
and name’ as he enumerates them ®. Still our lists show that 
there was a good deal of variety. We see how different prin- 
ciples of arrangement were at work, and covered some a 
greater area and some a less. The Jews reckoned twenty-four 
books to the Old Testament. According to First * this reck- 
oning was derived from Babylonia. It is however already 
found in 4 Ezra xiv. 44 (in the Syriac and Arabic versions °, 


1 Pauli Sentent. iii. 6. 87 (ed. Kriiger). 
2 Rab (c. 167-247 A.D.) and Johanan (c. 199-279 A.D.). See Fiirst, Kan. d. 
A.T. p. 4. 
' § Ap. Westcott, Can. p. 554. 
* Loe. cit. 
5 It is natural to ask what is the relation of the Arabic to the Syriac version ? 
Antecedently we might have expected that they would not be independent 
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not in the Latin, Armenian, or Aethiopic). How it came there 
must be left an open question. Among Christian writers we 
find it in Hilary of Poitiers, Jerome, and the Cheltenham 
Index; to which must be added Victorinus Petavionensis, 
whose commentary on the Apocalypse was written before the 
persecution of Diocletian, to which he fell a victim, and 
Pseudo-Tertullian, The number may have been originally 
suggested by the Jewish tradition, with which Jerome at 
least would be familiar. The Christian writers, however, 
do not associate it with the same allegories as the Jews !, 
but give explanations of their own. The coincidence here 
between Jerome and the Cheltenham Index is remark- 
able. The obvious conclusion would be that Jerome is the 
source from which the number in the Index is derived, 
together with the reference to the ‘twenty-four elders.’ 
This conclusion however is by no means certain, or rather it 
is distinctly improbable. There are two broadly marked 
stages in the tradition as it appears in the Cheltenham MS.: 
the first is that of the majores or immediate predeces- 
sors of the writer himself; and then behind these there 
are the seniores?, who seem to be no other than ‘the elders’ 
authorities : the point does not seem to have been fully considered by the 
Editors. The reading in question is one which might throw light on the origin 
of these versions, 

1 The Rabbis regarded the 24 books as symbolised in the 24 ‘ watches’ of 
the Temple (Neh. xii. 9, etc.), which were again connected with Eccl. xii. 11, 
or with the 24 ornaments of the ‘ daughters of Zion’ (i.e. the Synagogue) in 
Isa. iii, 18 ff. (First, p. 3). 

? There is at first sight a little difficulty in the change from majores 
to sentores. The author probably made deliberate use of different words in 
order to distinguish the different times of which he is speaking. It is however 
interesting to note that there is a like interchange in the African texts : majores 
natu occurring in Mark viii. 31 (&), Luke vii. 3 (e), xx. I (¢e), and seniores in 
Mark xi. 27 (k), xiv. 43, 53 (k), xv. 1 (4). Compare also the Latin version of 
Firmilian’s letter to Cyprian, ed. Hartel, p. 812, 1. 22 (seniores), p. 814, 1. 30 
(majores natu). I rather doubt if majores natu would have occurred in any 
other than an African document, The second sestores must I think correspond 
to the seniores so often mentioned in the Latin Irenaeus, etc. I agree with 
Zahn, as against Weiss, that it is impossible to make it refer to the elders of 


the Apocalypse. (Zahn has since withdrawn his view and now takes seniores 
in both places of the elders of the Apocalypse (Gesch. d. Kan. ii. 148 n).} 


Fa 
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of the generation succeeding the Apostles, of whom we hear 
so much in the literature of the second century. But if this 
ig so, we are carried back some way beyond Jerome. That the 
numbering twenty-four Books was really current in Christian 
circles before Jerome is clear from the words of Victorinus : 
Alae senae sunt testimonia veteris testaments librorum, tdeoque 
viginti quatuor faciunt tot numeros, quot et seniores super tri- 
bunalia ... sunt autem libri veteris testaments qui accipiuntur 
vigints quatuor, quos in epitomis Theodori invenies 1, Not only 
does Victorinus himself adopt the reckoning, but he refers back 
for it to an older work, the Epztomae of Theodorus. It appears 
natural and almost obvious to identify this with the Epitomae 
ex Theodoto which are printed with the works of Clement 
of Alexandria*, and which Zahn supposes to have originally 
belonged to Book VIII of the Stromateis; nor is it quite de- 
cisive against this identification that the passage in question 
is not found in the Epztomae as they have come down to us. 
Whether or not they have this origin, the Epitomae of Vic- 
torinus are an authority older than the year 300. The poem 
of Pseudo-Tertullian against Marcion (which is thought to 
have been written in the third quarter of the fourth century) 
has the same number and the same allegory °. Hilary, it will 
be observed, gives a different interpretation of the number, 
bringing in the Greek alphabet instead of the Hebrew, but the 
number itself he probably got from the same ancient tradition 
as Victorinus, Pseudo-Tertullian, and the Cheltenham List. 
The dominant reckoning in the early Church was clearly 
twenty-two books, corresponding to the twenty-two letters of 
the Hebrew alphabet (not counting doubles). This reckoning 
appears in Melito, Origen, Athanasius, Cyril of Jerusalem, 
Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen, Leontius, Nicephorus, John 
of Damascus ; in other words, all over the East. When we 


1 Vict. Petav. ed. Migne Patr. Lat. v. 325. I owe this important refer- 
ence and the next to Zahn. 

2 Suppl. Clement. p. 129. 

® iv. 194-200; Comp. Oxé. Proleg. de Carm. adv. Mare. 1888, pp. 6, 33. 
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remember that it is also found in Josephus, that Origen was 
in communication with Jews, and that Epiphanius possessed 
some knowledge of Hebrew, we can have little doubt that it 
represents a tradition of the Palestinian (and probably also of 
the Alexandrian) Jews, and that it was ultimately derived 
from them. Hilary of Poitiers was in such intimate relations 
with Athanasius and the leaders of the Nicene party that we 
cannot wonder at his expressing the same idea, and the 
striking coincidence between Jerome and Epiphanius would 
naturally arise from the identity of the conditions by which 
they were surrounded—Epiphanius at Eleutheropolis and 
Jerome at Bethlehem, i.e. about twenty-five miles from 
each other, though they were not both in Palestine quite at 
the same time. Among the widespread consensus of the 
Eastern Church there is clearly marked off a group within the 
group of Palestinian writers, and consisting of Epiphanius, 
Jerome, and John of Damascus, who raise the twenty-two 
books to twenty-seven, but still-keep up the parallelism to the 
Hebrew alphabet by adding on the one hand the double books 
and on the other hand the letters which might be regarded 
as doubles. ‘There is a difference on one point as to the way 
in which the doubles are taken. The three writers are all 
agreed as to the double letters (Caph, Mem, Nun, Pe, Sade, 
Prol. Galeat.), but the pairs of books stand thus :— 


EPIPHANIUS AND JEROME. 
JOHN OF DAMASCUS. 

Judges ; 1, 2 Sam. 
Ruth 1, 2 Kings 
1, 2 Kings 1, 2 Chron. 
3, 4 Kings 1, 2 Esd. 
1, 2 Chron. Jer. ! 
1, 2 Esd. Lam. 


We seem to have here two slightly divergent forms, which 
might be called respectively Jewish and Hellenistic, of the 
same tradition. Jerome, as we should expect, draws from 
the first; Epiphanius and John Damascene from the second. 
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The latter writers are clearly not independent of each other. 
Epiphanius, it is true, curiously puts Chronicles before Kings, 
and puts the poetical books before the Hagiographa, but the 
essential structure of the two lists is evidently the same; and 
in both cases Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus are placed outside the 
list and described in equivalent language. John of Damascus has 
in fact simply given a rather free paraphrase of his predecessor. 

The identity of structure in the lists of which we are 
speaking comes out on a point on which we have not as 
yet laid stress—the deliberate arrangement in Pentateuchs. 
This might be said to be characteristic not only of Palestine 
but specially of Jerusalem. It is found before Epiphanius 
in Cyril of Jerusalem, and before John of Damascus in an- 
other inmate of the same cloister, Leontius, whose common 
epithet ‘ Leontius of Byzantium’ disguises the fact that he 
spent most of his days in the monastery of St. Saba which 
overlooks the gorge of the Kedron. ‘Traces of this arrange- 
ment, however, less completely carried out, appear in Gregory 
Nazianzen and Amphilochius ; so that the germs of it would 
seem to have travelled into Asia Minor. Nothing corre- 
sponding to it is found in the West; and it does not seem to 
have exercised any influence on the Cheltenham List. 

Jerome cannot be classed with the writers of the West. 
The tradition which he represents is the Hebrew tradition. 
He has adhered to this closely, except that to keep the num- 
ber 22 he reduces the Hagiographa from 11 to 9 by uniting, 
according to Hellenistic usage, Ruth to Judges, and Lamen- 
tations to Jeremiah. At the same time he distinctly notes 
the fact that there were some who separated these books and 
placed them among the Hagiographa, so making the total 
_ number 24, with the Elders of the Apocalypse. This higher 
total, as we have seen, has passed into the Cheltenham List. 
The other reckonings need not detain us. Augustine makes 
a total of 44 books, counting each book in his Canon singly. 
This would agree with the result which Cassiodorius in 
rather obscure language ascribes to Hilary of Poitiers, 
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Rufinus, and Epiphanius, and Cod. Amiatinus to Hilary 
and Epiphanius, according to which the total of Old and 
New Testaments together was 70 books, corresponding to 
the 70 palm-trees of Elim’, There is no connexion be- 
tween this and the 60 books of Anastasius Sinaita or Cod. 
Baroc. 206. The classification of Junilius is based upon 
logical categories, and does not represent a tradition. The 
Roman lists which bear the names of Innocent and Gelasius, 
and the Spanish list of Isidore of Seville, do not give any 
numerical summary. We observe, however, that the massing 
together of ‘sixteen Prophets’ is common to all three; and 
in other respects they resemble each other. The Canon of 
Isidore probably had its origin in Rome. 

There are several remarkable phenomena in the details of 
the Cheltenham List. Foremost among them is the peculiar 
order of the books, Numbers and Leviticus. Strange to say 
this has a parallel so far away as Melito and Leontius. 
The occurrence of these parallels shows that the phenomenon 
is not purely accidental. Most of the more fundamental 
peculiarities of the Latin Bible can be traced back to Syria. 
Here is one which must have been always confined to a few 
copies, but which was perpetuated through them in regions 
as far apart as Syria and Africa. 

It is characteristic of the Cheltenham List to group toge- 
gether the several books of the Heptateuch*. That this 
grouping is intentional is clearly seen from the sticho- 
metry. 

Another characteristic point is the combining of Ruth 
with Kings rather than with Judges. For proof that this 
was done we turn again to the stichometry. Mommsen 


1 See the Essay on Cod. Amiatinus, Stud. Bibl. ii. 294. There is some 
confusion between the Hilarys: Cassiodorius speaks of the bishop of Poitiers, 
Cod. Amiat. of the bishop of Rome: the first is probably meant, though the 
Canon given is not his (Corssen in Jahrb. f. prot. Theol. 1883, p. 626). 

? For references as to the use of the word heptateuchus (or heptaticus, as 
it often appéars) see Mayor, Latin Heptateuch, p. xxxvi (1889). It seems to 
have been widely diffused. 
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remarked upon the apparent discrepancy between the single 
items for the Books of Kings and the total, This discrepancy 
is removed when we take in the (corrected) stichometry for 
Ruth. We thus obtain a further coincidence with St. Au- 
gustine, who speaks of the /ibellus Ruth, qui magis ad Regnorum 
principium videtur pertinere. 

The recognition of two Books of Maccabees is not very 
distinctive except so far as it marks off the Cheltenham List 
from the list in Cod. Claromontanus. We cannot be quite sure 
that the omission of (2), ¢ertius in this may not be accidental. 
The author of the list was evidently acquainted with four 
Books, as he speaks ef Liber quartus. If his omission of Lib. 
III was deliberate we should then have a parallel in the 
Apostolic Canons and in Nicephorus—another instance of the 
meeting of geographical extremes. 

The order Tobit, Esther, Judith is again common in 
the Cheltenham List and St. Augustine, but is also shared by 
the Roman lists and Isidore of Seville. 

The express mention of 151 Psalms stands over against an 
equally express mention of 150 Psalms in the Greek list 
added to the Canons of Laodicea and in that of the Apo- 
stolic Canons, with the Gelasian Decretal. It has a parallel 
in the MSS.N AB, The mention of five Books of Psalms 
is peculiar to Cod. Amiatinus. It is rejected by Hilary, 
and though known to was not adopted by Jerome. Kriiger 
has noticed! the curious fact that in Lucifer’s Codex the 
Books of Psalms seem to have been broken up, Pss. ix—lxi 
coming between Chronicles and Proverbs, Pass. lxxvii—cxviii 
between Proverbs and Wisdom, and Pss. exxx—cxlv between 
Wisdom and Ecclesiastes—a sort of rough chronological 
arrangement according to the traditions of authorship. As 
however these divisions do not correspond to the actual 
arrangement in Books (the true breaks are at Pss. xli, lxxii, 
Ixxxix, evi), some doubt is thrown upon the whole theory. 

The question as to the Books of Solomon must be allowed 


1 Lucifer von Calaris, p. 111 f. (Leipzig, 1886). 
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to stand over until we come to deal with the stichometry, 
If it was really intended to include five Books, the Cheltens 
ham List would agree with nearly all the other Latin lists 
except Hilary and Jerome. 

The last point we need notice is another link of connexion 
with St. Augustine—the placing of Daniel before Ezekiel. 
This is found also in Hilary of Poitiers. 

Speaking summarily, we may say that the conspicuous 
features in the Cheltenham List are its points of contact 
with St. Augustine and its marked coincidence with St. 
Jerome as to the number of the Books, which may however 
have had an earlier origin, 


II. Tue Canon AND ORDER OF THE BOOKS OF 
THE New TEsTAMENT. 


The first question that meets us in passing to the New 
Testament is, what exactly we are to understand by the 
peculiar treatment of the Catholic Epistles? Two alterna- 
tive views have been put forward. Zahn was of opinion 
that the author of the list had before him a catalogue con- 
taining the full number of three Epistles of St. John and 
two of St. Peter, but while himself transcribing this he at 
the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 
Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit 
of recognising !, Harnack speaks rather doubtfully, but ap- 
pears to think it possible that in wna sola (repeated) reference 
was originally intended to the two Epistles of St. James and 
St. Jude *. Of these views I should have little hesitation 
in choosing the first. On the other hypothesis there is no 
sufficient reason for the epithet sola: single books in juxta- 
position with double or multiple books are common enough 
throughout the lists and nowhere else have attention specially 


1 Cp. Mommeen, p. 148; Z.f. kirchl. Wies., p. 117. 
3 Theol. Literaturzettung, 1886, col. 173. 
R 2 
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called to them in this way. But we shall see before 
we have done that the list in its present form includes more 
than one stage in the history of the Canon: it contains 
both early elements and late elements: and here they meet 
side by side. That this is so 1s confirmed by the peculiar 
order, 1 St. John following directly upon Apocalypse, which 
we shall see to be an early order. 

It would hardly repay us to draw out in full a table of 
parallel lists as we have done for the Old Testament. The 
Muratorian Fragment is the only New Testament list which 
is older than the fourth century, and by that time the lists did 
not differ very much in their contents. We need to go behind 
them if we are to come upon anything really significant. 
In seeking for this we shall probably do well to concentrate 
our attention upon each in turn of the salient points pre- 
sented by the Cheltenham Index. These will be, (i) the 
omission of Hebrews, (ii) the inclusion of the Apocalypse, 
(iii) the abridged list of Catholic Epistles, (iv) the order of 
these Epistles, (v) the order of the Gospels, (vi) the order 
of the different parts of the collection. 

The omission of Hebrews and inclusion of the Apocalypse 
at once mark the list as Western. At the same time both 
are consistent with any part of the West. So far as they 
are concerned, the list might have been made either in 
Gaul, Rome, or Africa. It seems however to be a fair in- 
ference that, if made in Africa, it was probably earlier than 
the Council of Carthage in 397, which expressly admits it 
as (in some sense) St. Paul’s, though it is separated from 
the other Epistles. The influence of St. Augustine appears 
finally to have decided its place in the African Canon. 
By this time, too, it was pretty generally accepted. The 
high authority of Jerome was thrown into the scale in its 
favour. Without categorically asserting it to be St. Paul’s, he 
contended strongly for its canonicity. It had been acknow- 
ledged before Jerome by Lucifer and Rufinus; it has the 
sanction of Pope Innocent, and appears in the Gelasian List. 
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There is therefore a clear presumption that a list which 
omits Hebrews is not later than the end of the fourth 
century. 

A more special interest attaches to the treatment of the 
Catholic Epistles. Before going into further details, let us 
first take a survey of the position of these Epistles in the 
early Church. There was one quarter of the Christian 
world in which for a time at least no Epistles at all were 
admitted, except the collection which bore the name of St. 
Paul. The Doctrine of Addai, a work of the fourth or fifth 
century 1, which however clearly embodies a very ancient 
tradition, describes the primitive usage of the Church of 
Edessa: ‘The Law and the Prophets and the Gospel in which 
ye read every day before the people, and the Epistles of Paul | 
which Simon Cephas sent us from the city of Rome, and the 
Acts of the Twelve Apostles which John the son of Zebedee 
sent from Ephesus; in these writings shall ye read in the 
Churches of Christ, and along with them shall ye read 
nothing besides, because there is nothing else in which is 
written the truth which ye possess, besides these writings 
which ye hold fast in the faith to which ye are called?’ 
We cannot be surprised that of the scattered writings which 
by degrees united to form the Greek Testament the out- 
lying members should have been slow to reach the Syriac- 
speaking Church. Conservative feeling would gather round 
the oldest form in which the Scriptures had been introduced. 
And there would at the same time be a natural tendency 
to guard against the apocryphal Gospels and other ‘books 
which were especially rife in Syria and Palestine. There 
are three stages in the history of the Syrian Canon. The 
first ignored the Catholic Epistles (and the Apocalypse) 
altogether. This is represented by the Doctrine of Addai 


1 It appears to be best assigned to the space between the years 390-430: 
see Tixeront, Les Origines de ( Eglise d’Edesse, p. 120 ff. (Paris, 1888). I 
am glad to have the opportunity of calling attention to this excellent piece of 
criticism from the school of the Abbé Duchesne. 

2 Doct. Add., p. 46 (ap. Zahn, Gesch, d. neutest. Kanons, i. 373). 


_. 
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and by the Homilies of Aphraates, which are definitely dated 
between the years 336-345. ‘The second stage is marked by 
the Peshitto Version, which has been called the Syriac 
Vulgate. As far back as this version can be traced it 
included three of the Catholic Epistles, St. James, St. Peter, 
1 St. John. How far this stage overlapped the first it will 
need closer investigations than have yet been made to deter- 
mine. The great body of the Syrian Church accepted the 
three Epistles which are found in the Bibles alike of the 
Nestorians and of the Jacobites who broke away from orthodox 
standards in the fifth and sixth centuries. The Alexandrian 
merchant Cosmas Indicopleustes after he had become a 
monk (535-547 A.D.) defended himself from the charge of 
not making use of the Catholic Epistles by appealing ex- 
pressly to the practice of the Syrian Church, which accepted 
only the three Epistles?, It has recently been proved, or 
at least made exceedmgly probable, that the four disputed 
Epistles were first translated into Syriac as part of the 
Philoxemian Version, which took its name from the bishop 
of Hierapolis (Mabug), for whom it was made in the year 508. 
The Apocalypse seems to have been added in the revision of 
the Philoxenian by Thomas of Harkhel in 6162. These were 
both Monophysite productions, and as late as the fourteenth 
century the Nestortan writer Ebed Jesu still preserves the 
old tradition which recognised no more than three Epistles. 
This is the third and last stage of the Syrian Canon. 
Ephrem in the fourth century stands (fc. 373) rather outside 
it; he appears to have used the fuller Canon of the Greeks °. 
Yet later in the century even the Greek Church at Antioch 
clung to its narrower practice. Chrysostom used only the 
three Epistles; and Junilius reduces the three to two (1 St. 
Peter and 1 St. John). In this he appears to represent 
faithfully the master from whom his teaching was ultimately 
1 See the quotation in Credner, Kan., p. 191, 


3 See Gwynn, On a Syriac MS., in Trans. of Irish Academy, Dublin, 1886. 
* Westcott, Can., p. 244, n. - 
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derived, Theodore of Mopsuestia?. Strictly speaking, there- 
fore, we should have to subdivide the opinions current in the 
Syrian Church both during the second and third of our periods. 
In the second we should have to note the difference between 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, and the main body of the Church 
who accepted three Catholic Epistles, and Theodore with his 
follower Paul of Nisibis, and doubtless others who under the 
attraction of so great a name would accept only two. 

In Palestine, Eusebius draws a distinction similar to that of 
Junilius (or Theodore). Junilius admits that ‘very many 
(quamplurimt) add’ the five Epistles. Eusebius, while 
classing 1 St. Peter, 1 St. John asalone among the ‘acknow- 
ledged’ books, places the five Epistles in the next grade to 
them as yvapiuor tots modAois*, For the Churches of Asia 
Minor we have hardly any evidence between the second 
century and the latter part of the fourth. The evidence for 
1 St. Peter and 1 St. John goes back to Papias and Poly- 
carp and sub-apostolic times. Irenaeus too may be taken as 
embodying the witness of these Churches, and he dis- 
tinctly recognises both Epistles. But for the rest a slight 
or doubtful allusion to 2 St. Peter by Firmilian, bishop of 
Caesarea in Cappadocia, is about all that meets us until we 
come to the writers of the later period of the Arian contro- 
versy. Gregory Nazianzen (f¢ 391) recognises seven Epistles ; 
Amphilochius of Iconium (c. 380 A.D.) recognises seven, 
though he also notices the other opinion which limited them 
to three. Asia Minor thus reflects the state of things which 
was becoming more and more general throughout the East. 
The smaller collection of three Epistles is not yet suppressed ; 
it survives with the greatest tenacity in the district of which 
Antioch was the centre: but the longer list is in the ascendant. 
On this side is thrown the weighty influence of Athanasius. 
On it are found ecclesiastical documents like the Apostolic 


1 Ibid., p. 443; comp. Kihn, Theodor von Mopsuestia, p. 333 ff. (Freiburg 
i. B., 1880). 
2H, E,, iii. 25. 3. 
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Canons and the list which came to be appended to the Canons 
of Laodicea. In Palestine a strong phalanx rallies round the 
longer list. It is adopted by Cyril of Jerusalem (f 386), and 
after him by Epiphanius (ft 403). Leontius, who wrote from 
the famous monastery of St. Saba in the sixth century, adopts 
it. Itis taken up by John of Damascus in the eighth; and 
endorsed by Nicephorus patriarch of Constantinople at the 
beginning of the ninth. 

What was the ultimate centre in which this consensus 
originated? Was it in the home of Athanasius, or was it 
further north? It is quite possible that it began to strike 
root in several centres at once. But in any case Alexandria 
must have had a large share in it. It is there that we find 
the earliest traces of the minor Epistles. I rather hesitate to 
assume with Zahn that Clement in his Hypotyposes commented 
strictly upon all our present Catholic Epistles!. True, 
Eusebius says that he ‘commented on nearly the whole of 
the Canonical (évd:a6jxov) Scripture, not omitting the disputed 
portions, viz. the Epistle of Jude and the rest of the Catholic 
Epistles? ;* and Photius also states that the work consisted 
of interpretations of Genesis, Exodus, the Psalms, the Epistles 
of St. Paul, the Catholic Epistles (rév xaOodtxGv), and Eccle- 
slastes*°. But are we to take these expressions quite literally ? 
Clearly if the description of Photius is correct we must dis- 
count very largely Eusebius’ ‘nearly the whole of the 
Canonical Scripture*.’ Now a Latin version of notes on 
1 Peter, Jude, 1, 2 John has come down to us, professedly 
from the Hypotyposes®, It appears probable that this version 


1 Forschungen, iii. 153; Gesch. d. Kan.,i. 310f. . 

2H. E., vi. 14. 1. S Bibl. Cod. tog. 

* A similar exaggeration is found in Cassiodorius: Ferunt ttaque scripturas 
divinas V. et N. T. ab ipso principio usque ad finem Graeco sermone de- 
clarasse Clementem Alexandrinum nomine Stromatewm, etc. Cassiodorius had 
only seen a small part of this work: he spoke from hearsay, and was probably 
misled by the fact that it began with Genesis, and included the Catholic Epistles 
and the Epistles of St. Paul, which were all but the end of his own Bible. 

5 Cassiodorius is made to say (Inst. 8) that he had Clement’s notes trans- 
lated on 1 Peter, 1 and 2 John, and James instead of Jude, but it seems simplest 
to suppose either that he made a slip of memory or that his text is corrupt. 
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was that of the genuine Clement made for Cassiodorius from 
the occurrence of one passage under Clement’s name in the 
so-called Parallela Sacra of John of Damascus. The work 
in question may be an abridgement, but if it ever con- 
tained more Epistles than those named, Cassiodorius at 
least knew nothing of them. There is also the further coinci- 
dence that the Epistles omitted are just those of which no 
trace oceurs in the rest of Clement’s writings. All this raises 
@ presumption against the strict accuracy of Eusebius; and 
when we remember that ‘the Catholic Epistles’ were not to 
him a fixed collection in the sense in which they are to us, 
and that he himself regarded both St. Jude and 2 St. John as 
disputed, his language seems to be sufficiently satisfied by 
the presence of comments on these Epistles. And if the 
description in Eusebius is satisfied, still more the less definite 
language of Photius. At any rate it does not seem to me 
safe to go beyond the warrant of our actually existing text. 
Zahn himself has surely supplied a warning against his own 
reconstruction when it leads him to interpose the treatment of 
several other Epistles between that of 1 and 2 St. Peter’. I 
incline to think that Clement did not comment on more of 
the Catholic Epistles than are contained in the Latin 
Version, and that he dealt with them in the order in which 
they have come down to us, viz. 1 St. Peter, St. Jude, 1, 2 
(not 3) St. John. I believe that Origen was acquainted with 
all the Catholic Epistles, but was aware of the existence of 
doubts about some of them, and did not care to commit himself 
to a direct affirmation about them. The clearest passage for 
2 St. Peter, 2,3 St. John is no doubt open to suspicion as 
having passed through the hands of Rufinus. Still in this 
particular portion Rufinus claims to have simply reproduced 
his original, and the passage has every appearance of being 


' Forsch., iii. 156. In this section I have freely used Zahn’s data, though 
I differ from his conclusions. At the same time I admit that he has a case, 
and may possibly be right in his main position. 
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rendered literally’. The trumpet-blasts which brought down 
the walls of Jericho are compared to those which are blown 
by Evangelists and Apostles in the books of the New Testa- 
ment : ‘ Peter also rings loud with the two-fold trumpet of his 
Epistles, and with him James and Jude. Nor is this all, but 
in addition John too sounds the trumpet with his Epistles 
and Apocalypse, and Luke setting down in writing the Acts 
of the Apostles?,’ The text of these Homilies rests on good 
authority, so that I do not think we need pay much attention 
to a singular reading in the Jumiéges MS. ew tribus tubis for 
duabus applied to St. Peter's Epistles: it would not be 
difficult to account for as a corruption. St. James Origen 
quotes in other places as a ‘current’ Epistle; St. Jude he 
quotes with a more decided ascription of authority ; 2 St. Peter 
and 2, 3 St. John he does not quote and describes as doubtfal °. 

We have just seen that the Latin translation of the 
Hypotyposes contains comments on two Epistles only of 
St. John, and we declined to go behind this and to assume 
that Clement originally had before him three Epistles. It is 
quite true that the author of the Second Epistle must also 
have been the author of the Third, and that evidence for the 
one is practically evidence also for the other; but it 1s best 
to treat indirect evidence as really indirect and not to make it 
appear more than it is. We should naturally have expected 
that the two Epistles would circulate together. But it does 
not seem to have been so. The state of things in the West 
presents a remarkable parallel to what we find in the second 
century at Alexandria. The Muratorian Fragment expressly 
acknowledges ‘a pair of Epistles with “John” for their title’ 
(superscripti Johannis duas)*, Irenaeus quotes the First and 
Second Epistle, not the Third. In Africa too, though there 
are abundant traces of the First Epistle both in Tertullian and 

1 Cf. Peror. Ep. ad Rom.: quae in Jesu Nave scripsimus simpliciter ex- 
pressimus ut invenimus. : 

2 Hom. in lib. Jesu Nave, vii. 2. 8 Eus., H. E. vi. 25. 


‘ The MS. is corrupt here, and I should certainly myself prefer super- 
scriptae Johannis duae a8 more simple and natural, 
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Cyprian, and though there is a clear quotation from the 
Second Epistle at the Council of Carthage (256 a.p.)', 
there is no trace whatever of the Third Epistle. Even as 
late as the fourth century Lucifer Calaritanus quotes 
several consecutive verses of the Second Epistle, but shows 
no sign of its companion. Priscillian also, though he quotes 
six out of the seven Epistles, does not quote 3 St. John. All 
this might be accident so far as the quotations are concerned, 
but it is not an accident in the Muratorian Fragment ; 
and the phenomena seem to hang together. The so-called 
Damasus-recension of the Gelasian Decretal, the oldest MS. 
of which is of the eighth or ninth century, ascribes 2, 3 St. 
John to the Presbyter and not to the Apostle *. 

For 2 St. Peter there is no clear Ante-Nicene evidence in 
the West. It appears to have come in with the great col- 
lections in the next century. It is found in the lists of 
Philastrius of Brescia (¢ c. 387) and of Rufinus (¢ 410); it was 
included in the Canon of St. Augustine and St. Jerome; it 
appears in the Roman lists of Innocent and Gelasius, and it 
is found also in that of Isidore of Seville. Cassiodorius does 
not seem to have been acquainted with it except through the 
commentary of Didymus. 

More remarkable than the protest of the Cheltenham List 
against 2 St. Peter is its complete silence about the Epistles 
of St. James and St. Jude. The reluctance of the author 
to follow the copy which he has before him seems to increase 
as he goeson. In the case of 2, 3 St. John and 2 St. Peter 
he contents himself with adding his own wna sola, but when 
he comes to the two remaining Epistles he refuses to set 
them down at all. The two Epistles do not stand upon the 
same footing in regard to their history in the West. The 
Epistle of St. Jude is well attested both at Rome and Car- 
thage. It is expressly recognised in the Muratorian Frag- 


1 Cypriani Opp., p. 459 (ed. Hartel). 
* Hefele, ii. 619; Westcott, p. 573. So also a tradition known to St. 
Jerome (Vir. Ili. 18). 
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ment; Tertullian appeals to it by name; and it is clearly 
quoted by the anonymous writer against Novatian. These 
facts show that though it may not have been very widely 
known (there are no traces of it in Irenaeus, Cyprian, or Hip- 
polytus, so far as extant writings go), it yet had a firm lodg- 
ment in certain quarters. The Epistle of St. James, on the 
other hand, though there are a good many coincidences with 
it which do not certainly prove use in the earliest Western 
literature—Clement of Rome and Hermas, from that point 
passes out of sight in the West until it reappears in the 
complete lists of the fourth and fifth centuries. In spite of 
this, however, I believe that it must have been known in the 
West for some time before this reappearance. I ground this 
belief on the diversity of the Latin texts in which it is found 
towards the end of the fourth century. Some of the materials 
bearing upon this point were collected in the first volume of 
Studia Biblica’; but I should not like to pronounce definitely 
upon them until they can be taken along with a more com- 
prehensive view of the Old-Latin Version as a whole, and 
especially of the place in it of the Catholic Epistles. In any 
case the absence of these two Epistles from the Cheltenham 
List must increase the probability that the compiler did his 
work before the year 400. 

Having arrived at this point, and sufficiently explained 
the qualifications to which the evidence is subject, we may 
perhaps for the sake of clearness give a tabular view of the 
history of the disputed books. It must be understwod that 
inferential evidence is not admitted : it therefore must not be 
assumed that silence necessarily means rejection. Express testi- 
mony is indicated by larger type; the fact of quotation only by 
smaller type. Doubtful recognition or recognition on a con- 
fessedly lower level is denoted by placing the book in question 
below a single line; express or clear exclusion is denoted by 
placing it below double lines. Where the order of the books 
is not clearly indicated that of our own Bibles is followed. 

' See the two Essays on the Corbey St. James, pp. 113 ff., 233 ff. 
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[Advantage may be taken of a blank page to point out the 
interesting coincidences which would result if it were true, as 
suggested on p. 259, that the final digesting of the Canon of 
the Disputed Books, and especially of the Catholic Epistles, 
proceeded from Jerusalem. The data seem to tend in this 
direction. It will be seen that there is a striking resemblance 
between the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem and the supposititious 
Canon of Laodicea—a resemblance which really runs through 
the Old Testament as well as the New. This resemblance 
extends to the omission of Apoc., which is supplied by 
Epiphanius. Nor can we help being struck by the few 
points which separate the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem, both 
as to order and contents, from that of our own Bibles. Now 
Dr. Hort has shown how much the Church of Jerusalem 
contributed towards the composition of the Creed which. 
wrongly bears the name of Nicaea. And we are reminded 
farther of the important place which was held among the 
usages of the East by the Liturgy of St. James. This 
liturgy supplied the base of that which is still in use among 
the Syrian Jacobites, and the traces of it go back to St. 
Jerome’, The difference in ultimate acceptance between it 
and the Nicene Creed would seem to be due to the fact 
that one did, and the other did not, make a conquest of 
Antioch and through Antioch of Constantinople. When the 
history of the Canon is thus viewed in connexion with the 
history of the Creeds and the history of liturgical usage, an 
interesting group of questions is raised, which will however 
need closer investigation.] | 


[? Duchesne, Origines du Culte Chrétien, p. 66 (Paris, 1889). ] 
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The order of the Books of the New Testament has been 
exhibited so fully and carefully by Dr. C. R. Gregory (after 
Credner and Westcott) that we need do little more than refer 
to his collections ', He does not however bring out the point 
which is of most importance for our present enquiry. It is 
specially characteristic of the Cheltenham List that it places 
the Epistles (or Epistle) of St. John at the head of the 
Catholic Epistles and immediately after the Apocalypse. 
This is no doubt a survival from one of the very earliest 
stages in the history of the Western Canon, the attempt to 
form an Instrumentum Joannis corresponding to the collected 
body of St. Paul’s Epistles. The phrase itself Instrumentum 
Joannis occurs in Tertullian, De Resurrect. 38: Male Deum 
norunt qui non putant rllum posse quod non putant, et tamen 
sciunt potuisse, 8 instrumentum Joannis norunt. And it has 
been clearly proved, first by Credner, then by Volkmar in his 
additions to Credner, and lastly by Rénsch, that Tertullian 
had this arrangement *. There is also some probability that 
it was adopted by Irenaeus*, The author of the Muratorian 
Fragment however does not appear conscious of this attempt 
to combine the Johannean writings. And if in the East 
Clement of Alexandria may have done so, it can only have 
been in a different manner by placing St. John’s last among 
the Catholic Epistles, and then letting it be followed by the 
Apocalypse. We have some reason to believe that he took 
the first step, but I do not know of any proof that he took 
the second. I doubt if any safe inference can be drawn as to 
the order of the books in Cyprian. There is just this further 
trace of the old arrangement, that Innocent I. in his letter to 
Exsuperius‘* puts the three Epistles of St. John at the head 


1 Proleg. to Tischendorf’s N. T., ed. viii. p. 131 ff. 

2 Cp. Credner, Gesch. d. newtest. Kanons, pp. 82, 364-370, 402; Rénsch, N. T. 
Tertullian’s, p. 528 ff. The arrangement is theoretical, and does not neces- 
sarily imply that Tertullian used a codex and not the rolls which predomi- 
nated in his day (see above, p. 234). 

5 Volkmar ap. Credner, p. 377 ff. 

* Ap. Westcott, p. 571. 
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of the Catholic Epistles; but all sense of the meaning of it 
has evidently been lost, because the Apocalypse comes after 
the Catholic Epistles and is separated from them by the 
Acts. It is rather surprising that Innocent should adopt the 
order he does, because the general tendency in the later 
Western lists, and the natural tendency especially at Rome, 
was to give the place of honour to St. Peter. How St. James 
came to take the. lead in the East it is not quite easy to say, 
From the first appearance of the complete collection of seven 
Epistles 1t 1s the greatly predominant order. Nor is this merely 
the extension of an Antiochene order to Asia Minor and Con- 
stantinople. It is more firmly rooted at Jerusalem and in 
Palestine than at Antioch ; and it has also the authority of 
Athanasius at Alexandria. Jerusalem is the Church in which 
it is most probable that precedence would be given to St. 
James; and it is possible that the collection of seven Epistles 
may have originated there: or if brought in the first in- 
stance from Egypt, it would seem to. have been at Jerusalem 
that it first became established. I cannot however get beyond 
the region of speculation about this. 

The order of the Gospels in the Cheltenham List is very 
peculiar. To. the best of my belief the only parallels to it 
are the Curetonian Syriac and the so-called. Commentary of 
‘Theophilus of Antioch, in the preface to which the Evangelical 
symbols are described in this order’, Itis possible that these 
coincidences may be accidental. When the Gospels first 
began to be written in codices, the order in which they came, 
unless it were determined by theoretical considerations, would 
be matter of accident. And the possible variations of four 
books are not so numerous that there would be any improb- 
ability in the independent occurrence of the same order in 
widely separated regions. It is however impartant to note, 
in the first place, that the order is such as would be produced 
by accident rather than by theory or reflection. The charac- 
teristically Western order—Matt., Joan., Luc., Marc.—which 

1 Zahn, Forschungen, ii, 31. 
8 2 
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is found in the majority of Latin and Graeco-Latin MSS. 
(D,a bef ff, 9), also in the Gothic Version and Apostolic 
Constitutions, and so far at least as the first two places are 
concerned in other authorities (D Paul. and Hilary of Poitiers), 
clearly rests upon the deliberate principle of placing the two 
Apostles first. The wide diffusion of this order in Western 
circles would tend to show that from the time when it was 
first fixed it was transmitted through copies made in codices: 
otherwise it would not have been preserved so free from 
variation. The sketch we have given of the incidents of 
Diocletian’s persecution will show to what an extent the 
codex-form preponderated in the West. But if so, then it is 
very probable that an irregular order such as that of -the 
Cheltenham List originated before the fixing of the order in 
codices, and apart from the main stream of Western trans- 
mission. The same would be true of the Curetonian Syriac. 
Are these two sets of phenomena—those of the fourth-century 
list and of the fifth-century MS.—connected? We -cannot 
be sure that they are; but I am at the same time by no 
means sure that they are not. The points of contact between 
the Old-Latin Version and the older forms of the Syriac text 
are so many and so striking that they must have had a de- 
finite cause. Among the working hypotheses which well 
deserve to be kept in mind is the possibility that the first 
Latin Version of the New Testament may have been made, 
not on Latin ground at all, but in Antioch or Caesarea by 
some xotarius or other Latin official in the suite of the pro- 
vincial governor. Several facts might be cited in favour of 
this view, but they are better kept in reserve for the present. 
T am not yet convinced that the hypothesis is nght. Failing 
that, the alternative would be that a MS. or MSS. strongly 
marked with Syrian peculiarities was conveyed to the West 
and there made use of as a basis for the Latin translation. 
If this were so, the coincidence between our list and Cureton’s 
Syriac would be equally accounted for, and there would be 
the same reason for referring it to an early stage in the his- 
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tory of the Gospels. We are reminded of that other similar 
and not less striking coincidence in the order ‘ Numbers, 
Leviticus’ between our list ‘Leontius’ and Nicephorus. Each 
strengthens the other and tends to diminish the presumption 
of accident. ; 

As for the order of the different divisions of the New Tes- 
tament—Evv., Epp. Paul., Act., Apoc., Cath. Epp.—the most 
important point is the juxtaposition of Apoc. and Epp. Joan., 
which has been already discussed. For the rest the nearest 
analogy is supplied by Cod. §&, several cursives, Epiphanius, 
the Peshitto, Jerome, etc., which have Evv., Epp. Paul., Act., 
Cath. Epp., Apoc. But the principle of combining St. John’s 
writings into an Iustrumentum Joanneum has been abandoned. 
If any principle of grouping has been at work it might be 
supposed to be the historical principle of arranging the parts 
in the order of their admission into the Canon. The corpus of 
St. Paul’s Epistles was very nearly complete—in some regions 
it was probably quite complete—in the time of Marcion: 
and it would be not until after that date that the books of 
the New Testament were brought together as a whole. In 
the East, where the mass of the Greek MSS. were written, 
the addition of Epp. Cath. and Apoc. was the last stage in 
the formation of the Canon. 


ITI. Tue StTicHoMETRIES. 


The subject of Stichometries, like that of the order of the 
Books, needs a few words of introduction, that the reader may 
be placed abreast with the present state of investigation on 
the subject. The last fifty years! have seen a marked advance 
which to the best of my belief has not yet been recorded in 
English manuals—at least not in those which deal with the 


1 It is necessary to go back thus far to Ritschl’s Alexandrinische Biblio- 
theken (1838) and Disp. de Stichometr. deque Heliod. Supplement. (1840) ; 
both reprinted in Opuse. Philol., Bd. 1. But a general understanding on the 
subject has only been recently arrived at. 
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side at which it touches Biblical criticism. The pioneers 
bear illustrious names, Friedrich Ritschl in Germany and 
Charles Graux in France!, in whose steps have followed Diels, 
Christ, Schanz, Birt, and a number of others*. And finally, 
the results obtained have been applied to the criticism of the 
New Testament in two elaborate articles in the American 
Journal of Philology for 1883 by the American and Cambridge 
scholar, Professor Rendel Harris. 

The first thmg to be done is to clear the mind of a wide- 
spread and deep-rooted confusion between stichometry and 
that method of writing which is properly described as per cola 
et commata, or as we might say, ‘by clause and sub-clause,’ 
according to which each new clause or division of a clause had 
a line to itself*. Examples of this latter method may be 
seen in the famous MSS. Codd. Bezae and Claromontanus 
(D Evv. and D Paul.), on a still more minute scale of sub- 
division in our-own Cod. Laudianus (E Act.), or with a some- 
what different arrangement of the text in Cod. Amiatinus and 
many other MSS. of the Vulgate. Indeed most of the early 
MSS. of the Vulgate are written in this way, with some 
variety in the method of arrangement. See Pal. Soc. i. 16 
(Wordsworth’s Z),17(S), 33 (X), 3 (Y), 236(Benevento Gospels) ; 
Zang. and Watt. 34 (F), 35 (A), 36 (J), ete. ; also the Psalters, 
Pal. Soc. 11. 8, 1.18. The divisions here adopted being sense- 
divisions, the lines naturally varied in length : the essence of 
stichometry is that the ines are assumed ta be uniform or as 
near uniform as possible*. The object of stichometry was to 


1 Revue de Philologie, N.S., ii. 97-143 (1878). 

* For references see the articles by Prof. Rendel Harris. 

5 As the name ovixos was used for the sense-line as well as the space-line 
(for instance the poetical Books of the O. T. in which it was adopted were 
called, as we have seen, BiBAa ortxfhpes), there was much excuse for the 
confusion of the two methods: and the eminent scholar Fr. Blass for a long 
time contended that the Stichometries related to the sense-line. He has 
however, in view of the overwhelming evidence brought against him, greatly 
modified his views, and in Iwan Miller’s Handbuch, i. 314 ff, he frankly 
accepts his opponents’ explanation for the greater part of the phenomena. 

* The most thorough treatment with which I am acquainted of the history 
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find a standard of measurement for literary works. Thanks to 
the researches of the scholars named above that standard had 
been discovered. It was for Greek writings the Homeric 
hexameter, averaging roughly sixteen syllables or thirty-six 
letters in length. The starting-point was a passage of Galen}, 
the conclusions drawn from which were verified by a large 
inductive examination of a number of the stichometrical data 
which have come down to us, e.g. for Herodotus, Thucydides, 
Demosthenes (very fully worked out by Christ), Eusebius 
(Praep. Evang.), Gregory Nazianzen, etc. The great mass of 
the data agree excellently together ; but some anomalies re- 
main which still need explanation, and perhaps may require 
the assumption of a different standard. 

Such was the point which had been reached when the 
Cheltenham List was published. It was therefore a welcome 
surprise when the results, which had been hitherto to a large 
extent inferential, were on a sudden not only illustrated by 
their extension from Greek to Latin, but also confirmed by 
a statement than which nothing could be more explicit. The 
whole secret was out. Not only the method of stichometries 
but their purpose (which had been also guessed) was explained. 
Conclusions which had been reached by a purely scientific 
process received a superfluous but none the less satisfactory 
verification. ‘Inasmuch as the index of verses {=stichometry) 
in the city of Rome is not clearly given, and elsewhere too 
through greed for gain they do not preserve it in full, I have 
gone through the books singly, counting sixteen syllables to 
the line, and have appended to every book the number of 
Virgilian hexameters”.’ The booksellers cheated their customers 


of colometry as applied to the New Testament is by Dr. P. Corssen in an essay 
recently published on Codd. DFG (Paul.). Professpr Rendel Harris also 
deals satisfactorily with the subject. 

1 De Plac. Hippocr., viii. 1 (ed. Kiihn, v. 155). 

3 The text as it stands (see p. 224 above) is evidently corrupt. Mommsen 
proposes to throw out both posut and numerum: we might perhaps retain the 
latter and read versuum Virgilianorwm (uersua [or perhaps rather wersum as 
a vernacular form: see Neue, Formenlehre d. lat. Sprache, i. 360, and the 


264 The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books, 


by suppressing the stichometries, by which at once the pay of 
the scribe and the price of the book was reckoned, and were 
asking more than the book was worth: for this reason the 
author of the note (which the tenth-century copyist had tran- 
scribed) had taken care to set down a full stichometry in his 
margin. We observe in passing that the author was not 
himeelf writing in Rome, though he knew too well the-customs 
of the trade there. 

We may leave further details, such as the rate of pay for 
copying !, and the possible existence of other standards besides 
the hexameter, for which reference may be made to Professor 
Rendel Harris’s articles mentioned above, and go on at once 
to a comparison of the Cheltenham stichometry.with others 


* of the same kind. 


Stichometries of the Vulgate do not appear to be found in 
the oldest MSS. But they become fairly plentiful in MSS. 
of the ninth century and later. Professor S. Berger, whom 
I consulted, has been so good as to send me his notes of the 
readings of the following MSS. on doubtful points :-— 


Par. Lat. 1: a Bible presented to Charles the Bald by Count 
Vivianus and eleven monks of the abbey of St. Martin 
at Tours in the year 850. 


Par. Lat. 6: a Bible probably of the tenth century. 
Par. Lat. 11504: a Bible of the ninth century. 
Par. Lat. 11532: another of the same date. 


Par. Lat. 11514: an Old Testament also of the ninth century. 
These three MSS. all came from St. Germain-des-Prés. 


Brit. Mus. Add. 10546: ‘Charlemagne’s Bible ;’ early ninth 
century (Bp. Wordsworth’s K). 


other authorities and instances quoted by Miododski, Anon. adv. Aleatores, 
p. 73, n.] Virgilianog): if it were clear that versum Virgtlianum alone 
could = numerum versuum Virgilianorum, Mommsen’s reading would be 
preferable. 

1 This is given in Diocletian’s Edict De pretiis rerum venalium (C. I. L., 
ili. 831). 
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Cod. Paulinus: the famous MS. from the Church of S. 
Paolo fuori le Mura, another Caroline MS. 


Cod. Vallicellianus: a MS. also of the ninth century, and like 
the two last presenting Alcuin’s recension of the Vulgate 
(Bp. Wordsworth’s V). 


I have further made use of— 


Cod. Bodl. Auct. E. inf. 1, 2 (Hody’s N. E. F. 6), which appears 
to be of the twelfth century. 


Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 (see above), from the Catalogue of 
Ancient MSS. | 


Harley MS. 2805: ofthe ninth century; from the same source. 


And the list given by the Benedictine editors of St. Jerome 
(ed. Migne, vol. ix. p. 150 f.)}. What are given as the 
Vulgate readings thus rest upon a strong consensus. 


It will be seen at a glance that the stichometry in the 
Cheltenham List is really that of the Vulgate. 

The Cheltenham stichometry is evidently in the main very 
correct. When the missing numbers are supplied from the 
best Vulgate MSS. for the Books of the Heptateuch the result 
agrees exactly with that in the List. When the Book of Ruth 
is taken with the Books of Kings, as we have seen that it 
ought to be taken, and when the one small and obvious 
correction of CCL for CCI has been made, the result again 
tallies with the items. For the succeeding Books down to 
the Book of Psalms (inclusive) the only item which does not 
correspond with the reading of the best MSS. is that for the 
Book of Job. Here, however, Par. Lat. 6 presents the same 
figures as the Cheltenham List. It is not until we get to 
the 264. Salomonis and the Major Prophets that any real difli- 
culty arises. We may accept the figures given for Isaiah and 
Jeremiah; but there is clearly some mistake in those for 
Ezekiel and Daniel, and the summaries both for the Solomonic 

Books and for the Major Prophets must be wrong. I have 
suggested corrections for these last which are as near as it 
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St. Matthew 


St. Mark 


St. Luke Coe 


St. John 


Acts 


Apocalypse... 
1 St. John ,,. 
2 St. John ,.. 
3 St. John ,.. 


Total ... 


1 St. Peter... 
2 St. Peter... 


Total 


II51 


880 


1007 


Measured lines of 
syllables 
(W. and H.) 


16 


2433 


1511 
(—xvi. 9- 
20.) 


2691 


1948 


Comparative Table of 


(B) Stichomerries oF 


Greek Stichometrtes. 


The same 

abbreviated. 

in lines of 16 
syllables. 


Codex Amiatinus 
Some MSS 
Main_hody of 
MSS. 


2514 Ui MSS.) : 
2 
2397 | 2359 ipielee ave 


2560 (9 MSS.) 


1506 (4 MSS.) 
ia os | 1550 (3 MSS.) 32188) 
20.] 1590 (2 MSS.) : 
2676 (5 MSS.) 4866 
2551 | 2550 2740 (6 MSS.) x 
| 2750 (3 MSS.) J | (44 MSS.) 


2024 (9 MSS.) 2300 
nord, | -3O84 2210 (5 MSS.) (38 MSS.) 


2527 | 2479 

1213 | 1156 

262 247 274 
30 30 30 
3! 31 32 
323 | 308 336 
240 265 236 
158 | = 159 (154] 


and of the Wnitings of Cyprian. 269 
Stichometries (continued). 
THE New TESTAMENT. 
Greek Stichometries. Latin Stichometries. 
Eg | ; Is 
wo ; 2 . 33 a : a 
= | 4) £3 lisesi zd | a2 fee] 
H = | #5 | 332| 58 | 33 | $s g 
a a a Ras a S Ss eA 
pas] © 
2700 (4 MSS.) 
ma 2500 2500 | 2600 | 2700 | 2700 
3397 (2 MSS.) 
1616 (10 MSS.) ) 
1700 (6 MSS.) 2000 2000 | 1600] 1700 | 1700 
1829 (2 MSS.) j 
3827 (2 MSS. Ne 2600 2600 | 2900 300 | 3800 
[rend 3800) 2900 (1 MS.) 
2 8 g 1700 (1 MS. 
2300 700 | 2000 | 1800 | 1800 oe cr MS) 
10000 
(Cod.) 9400 (1 MS.) 
2556 | 3000 ? 2600 | 3600 | 3600 
(reading 
¥ for ) 
1400 1500 | 1200 | 1800 | 1800 es 
‘iis 273 220 274 
Cod. Frising. Vet. 
31 37 20 Lat.) : 
32 20 
342 260 450 
' 237 236 200 
154 140 
39° 340 300 
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seems possible to come to the MS., and which give a night 
result for the general total. Beyond this I have not thought 
that I could go profitably. The five missing and the two 
erroneous items might be manipulated in a variety of ways ; 
none of which would admit of verification. I am conscious 
of having only proposed a makeshift solution for this part of 
the problem. Before touching on the further questions raised 
I proceed to give a similar, but as the materials allow some- 
what more elaborate table for the stichometry of the New 
Testament. For this I have made use of the calculations of 
Professor Rendel Harris as to the actual number of measured 
lines in the text of Westcott and Hort, adding to these a 
rather rough calculation for Cod. Amiatinus. I have also in- 
corporated the data from Professor Rendel Harris’s tables of 
stichometries from Greek MSS., with some enlargement 
from the third edition of Scrivener’s Introduction and the 
American corrections of Scrivener. The variants to the Vul- 
gate readings are contributed by M. Berger. For the New 
Testament we have to add to the authorities the Book of 
Armagh (early ninth century). 

There is nothing here that needs setting mght in the 
Cheltenham List except the obvious correction for St. Luke. 
The figures for the Epistles of St. John and St. Peter are 
open to suspicion ; but the Vulgate parallels fail us, and there 
is no general total by which to check them. The numeration 
in the Freising MS. looks very much as if it were taken over 
from the Greek. 

I do not propose to attempt a justification of the different 
stichometries, It is enough for our purpose to have the 
identity of those in the Cheltenham List and the Vulgate 
MSS, brought out so clearly. An interesting problem is 
suggested by these taken together. What was the origin of 
the Vulgate stichometry? Was it originally made for the 
Vulgate? and if so, where and when? It strikes us at once 
that the MSS. of the Vulgate in which stichometries are 
found are none of them earlier than the Caroline period. Three 
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of the most conspicuous (Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 and Codd. 
Paulinus and Vallicellianus) show traces of the influence of 
Aleuin. I do not know that there is anything that need be 
inconsistent with the supposition that Alcuin had brought 
the stichometries with him from England. He would then 
perhaps have obtained them ultimately from an Irish souree— 
the same from which they found their way into the Book of 
Armagh. It is noticeable, however, that they do not appear 
to be found in the earlier Books of Kells, Durrow, and the 
Codd. Usseriani, or in the Rushworth, Lindisfarne, Durham, 
or Lichfield (St. Chad’s) Gospels, or in those which come from 
St. Augustine’s, Canterbury, or in the Stonyhurst St. John, 
or to the best of my knowledge in any other of the English 
or Irish MSS. of a date not later than the ninth century. 
They must thus have had a very limited circulation. The 
oldest authority in which they are found is the archetype of 
the Cheltenham MS. For although we have no proof that 
the stichometries are as old as the year 359, it 1s not probable 
that they are more than seventy years later. The circum- 
stances under which the stichometries were added are indi- 
cated in the note at the end of the New Testament list. That 
note implies the existence of free inter-communication be- 
tween the city of Rome and the place where it was written. 
Now we have so far had many reasons for connecting the list 
with Africa. But if the line-measurements were added in 
Africa and if the note in regard to them was drawn up in 
that country, it must have been either before the Vandal 
invasion (428-430 A.D.), or in the interval between the re- 
conquest of Africa by Belisarius in 533-4 and the final de- 
struction of Carthage by the Arabs in 698. And the first of 
these periods is decidedly more probable than the second, 
because the note implies a flourishing book-trade and settled 
and peaceful relations between the province and the capital 
such as can hardly be said to have existed either during the 
Gothic war or the Lombard troubles which followed. If the 
second period were to be chosen the best part of it would be 
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about the time of Primasius, or 560 a.p. Failing this, we are 
carried back very nearly if not quite to the age of Jerome. 
Still it would not be necessary that the stichometry should - 
have Jerome for its author, any more than he can have been 
the author of the various capitulations which are found in 
Vulgate MSS. The majority of these must have been either 
composed at a later date, or (what is very possible) transferred 
from MSS. of the Old Latin. The same may well be the 
case with the stichometry. And here the Cheltenham List 
comes in with an important coincidence. None of the Vulgate 
MSS., as M. Berger assures me, have any line-measurement 
for Ezra—Nehemiah. It is probable therefore that the sti- 
chometry was made from a codex in which that book was 
wanting. But it is also wanting in the Cheltenham List. 
That, and its date combined, bring the List very near the 
point at which the stichometry originated. We may go back 
a step further. Apart from the Cheltenham List the earliest 
trace of, the existence of Latin Biblical stichometries is in the 
so-called Speculum of St. Augustine!.. Though the classified 
extracts from the Bible of which this work is composed 
present a Vulgate text, there is satisfactory proof that this 
is the work of which Possidius speaks as begun but left un- 
finished by St. Augustine at the time of his death. Either 
we must suppose that a Vulgate text was substituted for the 
Old Latin which St. Augustine certainly used; or St. Augus- 
tine himself only gave rough indications (the beginning and 
end) of the passages which he wished to extract, and the text 
was filled in later from a copy of the Vulgate?. In any case 
the change must have been made before the work got into 
general circulation, as the extant MSS. (of which one is of the 
ninth and one of the tenth century) are all based on Jerome’s 
version. But the adaptation of the text of the extracts does not 


1 The first of the two similar works recently published by Weihrich (Corp. 
Script. Eccles. Lat., vol. xii; Vienna, 1887). 

? Compare the method pursued in the two Theodulfian MSS., Aniciensis 
and Mesmianus, of the second or spurious Speculum. 
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affect the framework in which they are set. This framework, 
which consists of a preface and very brief connecting links 
between the extracts, is, we have every reason to think, original. 
It is clear from this that the Biblical codex from which the 
extracts were made was stichometrically written. Many of 
the links of transition are vague (post aliquantum, paulo post, 
“etc.), but many also are definite (post 7. versum, post iii. versus, 
etc.): and that not in a book here and there, but all through the 
Bible!. It is probable then that St. Augustine himself had 
access to a stichometry. Can it have had anything to do 
with Tichonius the Donatist, who stood in such near literary 
relation to him? Tichonius was a person interested in the 
study of the Scriptures; and the making of stichometries was 
one of the employments of Biblical scholars in those days. 
We have an example of this in the East a little later in 
Euthalius : and the Greek MSS. show that there must have 
been many both before and after Euthalius who busied them- 
selves in the same kind of work. 

However it may be about Tichonius, whose name I only 
mention to show the kind of circle in which the stichometries 
seem to have arisen, the one conclusion for which we have the 
clearest warrant is that the author must have had relations to 
St. Augustine. This is, it is true, more clearly visible in the 
Old Testament than in the New. In the Old Testament we 
had both a general resemblance in order and also two marked 
coincidences—the grouping of Ruth with Kings and the 
placing of Ezekiel before Daniel. The most striking differ- 
ence was the omission of 1, 2 Esdras in the List and its 
retention by Augustine. In the New Testament the diver- 
gence is greater. Here the more archaic hand at work in the 
List is decidedly at an earlier stage than St. Augustine. It 
adopts indeed elements that go back as far as Tertullian. 
Since Tertullian there is no such clear trace as here of the 
Instrumentum Joanneum. The omission of Hebrews, St. James, 
and St. Jude is also thoroughly primitive; and the protest 

+ Corssen has made good use of these data in the essay above referred to. 

VOL. III. T 
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against the admission of 2, 3 St. John and 2 St. Peter belongs 
to a stage which is not likely to have extended much beyond 
the year 400. Other primitive traits of a different kind are 
the peculiar order of the books Numbers and Leviticus and 
the peculiar order of the Gospels, both presenting coincidences 
with far-removed Greek authorities, and so pointing backwards 
to a time before the Latin and Greek traditions had separated, - 

All these data are of course entirely independent of any 
conclusions that might be drawn from the chronological 
notes. Their presence in a tenth-century MS. shows that 
' they might be perpetuated in a late document; but simple 
transmission is one thing and actual composition is another ; 
and it does not seem to me probable that the compiler of 
the List as we have it would deliberately reject so many 
Epistles after the Third Council of Carthage and the times of 
St. Jerome and St. Augustine, 

There remain the ‘24 elders of the Apocalypse’ and 
the stichometries. These no doubt may be subsequent inser- 
tions; but on the whole I am inclined to believe that they 
are not derived directly from Jerome. In the one case I 
suspect that Jerome (though he does not say so) is drawing 
from an older authority, of which our Lists Victorinus and 
Pseudo-Tertullian represent a divergent branch ; and in the 
other case I think it very possible that the stichometries 
either were not originally composed for the Vulgate at all 
or were composed for it in Africa and not in Palestine. 


IV. Tue List or THE Writines or CYPRIAN. 


The third subject on which the document before us has an 
important bearing is the criticism of Cyprian. It is satis- 
factory to find that all the treatises usually regarded as 
genuine are included in the Cyprianic List with the single 
exception of Quod idola dii non sint (De Idolorum Vanitate). 
The absence of this treatise need not excite misgivings as to 
its genuineness. Its attestation goes back to St. Jerome and 
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St. Augustine}, if not to the biographer of Cyprian?: it is 
found in most of the better MSS. (though not as it happens 
in the two oldest, S and F, which are both fragmentary): and 
the style and character of the treatise are thoroughly 
Cyprianic. Its omission would seem to be connected with 
the fact that, as we shall see presently, its usual place in the 
MSS. was among the Epistles and towards the end even of 
these. 

On the questions which have been raised as to the Testimonia 
the Cheltenham List has weighty evidence to render. Before 
touching upon these it may be right to say a word about the 
reading of the MS. This is given by Mommeen thus: 

ad Quirinum libri IIT: I DL 
IT DCCCL 
ITT DCCLXX. 


Mommsen notes that instead of J the MS. has Z; and the 
doubt had occurred to me, observing the suspicious repetition 
of Z at the end of the figures for Books I and II, that the 
archetype may have read : 
ad Quirinum libri TI: L(ib) I D 
L(16) II DCCC 
Lib) II DCCLXX. 
The exact form in which the entry stands in the MS. is as 
follows—most of the punctuation appears to be added by a 
second hand : 
manus prima WL olit pecel| m1, dceclxx: 
manus secunda Ls 01-1; Decol| m1; dco. xx. 


I think however on the whole that Mommsen is probably 
right. It is true that there is a tendency in this part of the 
List to greater brevity than in the earlier part: for instance, 
versus is only inserted in the last line, whereas it occurs 

1 Aug., De unic. Bapt., iv. § 6; Hieron., Ep. 83 ad Magnum. 

4 The words of Pontius are rather ambiguous, and may possibly refer to 
Ad Demetrianum: per quem gentiles blasphemi repercussis tn se quae nobis 
ingerunt vincerentur ? (Vit. c. 7; ed. Hartel, p. xcvii. 1. 16). 

T 2 
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frequently in the Biblical lists. This might prevent us from 
arguing from Paralipomek lib. I, ete., as above. But I do not 
think that Z alone for ier is a common abbreviation. This 
supposition then may probably be dismiseed, and the number 
of versus may be taken as Mommeen has it. 

The recent history of the criticism of the Zestimonia is this. 
In Texte und Untersuchungen, Bd. 1, Heft 1, p. 251 (published 
in 1882), Harnack (after Erasmus) labelled the Zestimonia as 
the work of (Pseudo-)Cyprian. In Heft 2 of the same volume 
(published in 1883) he withdrew this doubt and pronounced 
them genuine. This may have been partly due to the 
accumulation of evidence for the early use of the Testimonia 
in Commodian, Firmicus Maternus, and Lactantius (2d:d., 
Heft 2, p. 97). An article by Dombart! there referred to is 
specially important as showing that while Commodian’s 
Apology only bears trace of the use of the two first Books of 
the Zestimonia, the Instructions give equally clear proof of the 
use of the third Book. In Old-Latin Texts, Part ti, p. 131 
the writer of this essay argued for the genuineness of the 
work, but at the same time threw out the surmise, based upon 
the discrepancy between the number of or(xo: assigned to the 
three Books in the List and their actual length in the 
printed editions, that Book III at least might perhaps be 
largely interpolated. Mommsen had already compared the 
stichometry of the List with the number of lines in Hartel’s 
edition with this result : 

Book I: orixot 550, lines 560. 
II: , 850 ,, 886. 
III: , 770 ,, 1876. 


I was inclined however to reject the hypothesis of interpola- 

tion, and preferred to suppose that J or oo had dropped out 

of the text*, partly because of the general identity of the 

Biblical text throughout the whole of the Third Book, 
1 Zeitschrift f. wise. Theol., 1879, esp. pp. 384-389. 


* It would be almost as easy to suppose that in the uncial hand of the 
fourth century Scclxx was written for mmlxx. 
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and partly because the quotation in Jerome’s Dial. c. 
Pelag., 1. 321, seemed to show that the fifty-fourth titulus 
at least (which is two-thirds of the way through the book) 
stood in Jerome’s day where it does now. Dombart also, 
it should be said, points out several marked coincidences 
between the ¢tudz of Book III and Commodian?. More 
recently Dr. P. Corssen in his very careful and suggestive 
review of Old-Latin Biblical teats* has urged in favour of the 
theory of interpolation that there is no other instance of a 
treatise of Cyprian exceeding in length 1000 oriyo. The 
fact is important when we consider the tendency which Birt 
has proved for authors to observe certain laws as to the 
length of their compositions. Nor would I lay stress in 
opposition to it upon the division of the Testimonia into two 
books, instead of three, in the twelfth-century MS. which we 
have called O,. This would more nearly equalize the two 
books, but it does not rest upon sufficient authority. Even 
the allied MS. O, has the usual division into three Books. 
We note however that the number of capitula in Buok III 
shows the same or even greater excess over those of the 
other two (Book I, 24; Book II, 30; Book ITI, 120): and 
we have just seen that these capztula were apparently the 
same—half of them at least certainly the same—in Jerome's 
time as they are in our own, It would be strange too if with 
so many distinct families of MSS. there should be no trace of 
the original smaller work. The common archetype of these 
different families must go back to a date not far from that of 
Cyprian himself; and though the enlarged edition would 
naturally tend to supersede the smaller edition, the works of 
Cyprian were so rapidly diffused and so widely that it would 
be difficult for it to suppress the smaller edition altogether. 
This difficulty is increased when we observe how much the 
Cheltenham List has in common with the MSS., and in 


1 Noticed by Harnack, 7. a. U., ii. a. p. 81. 
2 Ibid., p. 387 f. 
3 Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen for April 1, 1889. 
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particular how nearly it agrees with them in the position of 
the Testimonia, If the Cheltenham List were the one sur- 
viving member of a divergent tradition we should expect 
it to present greater differences. It would seem therefore 
that allowing the fullest weight to the Cheltenham sticho- 
metry, there are still formidable obstacles in the way of the 
interpolation-hypothesis, The question loses much of its 
importance if the prima facie impression is found to hold good 
that the Biblical text throughout the Book is consistent with 
itself and consistent also with that of Cyprian. In that case, 
though the whole of the collection may not have been made 
by Cyprian himself, it would be made at least from Cyprian’s 
Bible. If it should prove that there has been a deliberate 
enlargement of Book III, the same thing on a smaller scale 
will probably have taken place in Book II, because whereas 
in all the other treatises the number of lines in the Cheltenham 
List is more or less considerably in excess of those in Hartel’s 
edition, here the relation is inverted. 

Two spurious pieces are included in the Cheltenham List, 
De Laude Martyrii and Adversus Judaeos. The first of these 
very early found its way into the Cyprianic collections. It 
not only appears in the Cheltenham List, but is repeatedly 
quoted by Lucifer Calaritanus’, It is also partially extant 
in the oldest Cyprian MS. (5), and has a place in the great 
majority of the other MSS. There seems to be no good 
authority for the inscription ‘To Moyses and Maximus’ 
which is found in the older editions. The treatise is much 
rather, as Fell has pointed out, a sort of rhetorical exercise 
which implies the attention and even the applause of an in- 
terested audience. It does not look as if it had been written 
in the heat of persecution: it bears much more the impress 
of a time of peace: and if it were ever delivered at all, we 
should say that it was as an oration commemorating those 
who had suffered, like the Adyo. émrdaquor of the Greeks. It 


1 See Hartel’s Index to Lucifer, and Harnack in Theol. Literaturzettung, 
1886, col. 174. 
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resembles these in the generality of its language, and in the 
absence of names and particular allusions. Though not Cy- 
prianic, and probably later than Cyprian, it appears to be 
African in its origin. 

The treatise Against the Jews is of the same rhetorical and 
artificial character. It has not grown out of real controversy’. 
It is not even an argument, but rather a declamation. It con- 
sists in a magnifying of Christian privileges by contrasting 
Israel’s loss with the Christian’s gain. This treatise does 
not rest on such good MS. authority as De Laude Martyr. 
Its Biblical text and linguistic features seem peculiar and 
Interesting. 

The process by which spurious works came to be included 
among the genuine is well illustrated by a statement which 
has a further significance for our present purpose. In his 
tract De Adulteratione Inibrorum Origenis, Rufinus of Aquileia, 
writing in the last years of the fourth century, complains 
that whereas the whole corpus of Cyprian’s Epistles was 
collected into a single volume, certain heretics who were in 
the habit of blaspheming against the Holy Spirit, had cul- 
pably inserted among them the treatise of Tertullian [he 
should have said ‘ Novatian’| on the Trinity, and then had 
the interpolated volumes hawked about the streets of a large 
city like Constantinople at a cheap rate so as to induce people 
to buy them* We may accept the fact while reserving our 


1 On this characteristic of much of the Anti-Jewish literature, see Harnack, 
T. a. U., i. 2. 63 ff. 

* The passage is so interesting from a variety of reasons that it may be 
well to give it in the original: Sancti Cypriani martyris solet omne episto- 
larwm corpus in uno codice scribi. Hutic corpori haeretict quidam, qui in 
Spiritum Sanctum blasphemant, Tertulliani libellum de Trinitate reprehen- 
sibiliter (quantum ad veritatem fidei nostrae pertinet) scriptum inserentes, et 
quamplurimos codices de talibus exemplariis conscribentes per totam Con- 
stantinopolin urbem maximam distrahi pretio viliort fecerunt ut exiguitate 
pret homines illecti tgnotos et latentes dolos facilius compararent, quo per 
hoc invenirent haeretici perfidiae suae fidem tantt viri auctoritate conquirere 
(Orig. Opp., ed. Lommatzsch, xxv. 395). Jerome replies to this that the 
work in question was not really Tertullian’s, but Novatian’s: see Delarue’s 
note. 
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own judgment as to the imputation of motive. Such impu- 
tations are continually being thrown out, and in nine cases 
out of ten where we can test them turn out to be groundless. 
It is however clear that other works were included in the same 
volume with those of Cyprian ; and if they were anonymous in 
the first instance they would soon come to pass by his name}, 
Rufinus speaks of ‘ Epistles, but he probably means by this 
the whole of Cyprian’s works. The subscriptions in the MSS, 
frequently speak of the treatises as Hyistolae. So Hartel’s 
Corbie MS. (C), of the ninth century, at the end of Quod idola 
dit non sint. So the St. Gall MS.(G), also of the ninth cen- 
tury, at the end of De Eccl. Un. and De Mortalitate ; and so 
too the tenth-century MS. which we have called O, and the 
two twelfth-century MSS. which we have called O, and 0,. 
We may suspect that this use of epistola led to the substitu- 
tion of Ad Virgines for De Habitu Virginum in the Cheltenham 
List: a point in which it agrees with QO. 
_ For the rest, the Cheltenham List contains 28 out of 81 
letters which Mommeen has succeeded in identifying, and 
there are five others, according to his reckoning, which he 
has not identified. We will try what can be done with these 
presently. It may be asked, however, how it is that only 
one of the treatises should be missing (No. II, Quod idola, 
etc.) and so large a number of Epistles? The genuineness of 
the missing letters (which do not all profess to be written by 
Cyprian) is really well assured: but it must be remembered 
that it is a much easier thing to collect long compositions 
like the treatises than short and fugitive compositions like 
the letters. The MS. of the treatises Cyprian would keep 
at home and leave behind him2?; the letters would be dis- 


* We may also note in passing (1) the great popularity of Cyprian’s 
writings, (2) the ready sale which Latin books find in Constantinople. Some 
of Cyprian’s works were translated into Greek (see Pitra’s Analecta, tom. iv), 
but we can hardly suppose that this was the case with the whole corpus or 
with the work of Novatian, The language of Jerome implies that the 
volumes were in Latin. 

* There is plenty of evidence to show that Cyprian, with the business-like 
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persed abroad, not only over the province of Africa, but some 
to Rome and even to Spain. No doubt Cyprian won a great 
reputation even in his lifetime; and this reputation was 
greatly enhanced by his glorious death; so that his letters 
would soon come to be enquired after and collected. Still 
the process would take time : it would proceed unequally in 
different regions: and partial collections would be put in cir- 
culation long before the whole body. of Epistles was brought 
together in a single volume. The MSS. still bear many 
traces of this process. It will be instructive to interrogate 
them upon the subject, as we may do by tabulating the con- 
tents of the different MSS. side by side with the Cheltenham 
List. The reader who wishes to know more about the 
different authorities enumerated may be referred to Hartel’s 
Preface, and to the Appendix to Old-Latin Texts, Part II. It 
will be enough for the present purpose if he will take the 
letters used to designate the MSS. as so many symbols, to 
which however, as a prima facie indication of value, the cen- 
tury to which they belong has been appended. For conveni- 
ence of use the numbering of the Epistles by Rigault and 


habits which were characteristic of him, had copies made of his own letters, 
which he must have kept by him at least for a time. Thus in Ep. 20 we find 
him in self-defence sending to Rome copies of the letters (13 in number) 
which he had written to the clergy and confessors at Carthage: in like 
manner in Ep. 25 he speaks of a transcript of five letters which he had sent to 
Caldonius: and besides this, he frequently refers to copies of his letters which 
he begs his correspondents either to disseminate themselves or give others 
the opportunity of disseminating. But there is good reason to think that the 
letters were not first collected from the archives of the Church at Carthage. 
The great diversities of order and the varying length of the collections are 
against this; and it is noticeable that the letters which relate to the domestic 
atfairs of the Church of Carthage are just those which found their way into 
the collections most sparingly. The letters to Cornelius, for instance, are found 
in all the great collections, and nearly the same is true of the letters to the 
Spanish Churches, but the controversy about the lapsed is very poorly repre- 
sented. We should like much to know what became of the thirteen letters of 
which copies were sent to Rome. Are they the original source of any of our 
extant texts? The archetype of 7’ UM Q is, I think, the only collection which 
contains as many as thirteen letters written before Ep. 20 to which the de- 
scription would apply: next to it comes the V group, which was certainly 
not written in Africa, and probably in Italy. 
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Baluze is given, as well as that of Fell and Hartel. And to 
facilitate the enquiry how far the chronology of the letters 
may have influenced their order in the collections, a chrono- 
logical list is also given based upon the careful researches of 
Otto Ritschl! which supplement Pearson’s Annales Cypri- 
anict. I anticipate a little by supplying conjecturally the 
letters not yet identified in the Cheltenham List. 

The suggestiveness of these lists is evident enough; but 
at the same time they are of course only suggestive: the 
hints which they supply will need to be worked out before 
they can lead to any assured conclusions. My hope is that 
they may serve as finger-posts to future critics of Cyprian— 
and in particular to one of my fellow contributors to these 
volumes—and point out directions in which enquiry is likely 
to be fruitful. To a certain extent the indications which 
they give have already received a certain amount of rough 
verification. We may see, for instance, at once that the order 
in the MS. O, is in the Epistles identical with, and in the 
Treatises not far removed from, that of 7’: in other words, a 
MS. here in the heart of Oxford corresponds almost exactly 
to one that has lain for some two centuries on the shelves of 
the Vatican*. The presumption thus raised is borne out: 
the texts of the two MSS. certainly resemble each other, 
though precisely to what extent they do so has still to be 
determined. In like manner the list of contents alone shows 
that the Lincoln MS. (4), written in Florence for the famous 
bookseller Vespasian, corresponds within one or two points 
with the Bamberg MS. (8). The texts here again are found 
to be closely related. And this is the more interesting be- 
cause the Bamberg MS. stands rather by itself, and is, at least 
in parts, of considerable importance. Then, further, we may see 

1 Cyprian von Karthago, Gottingen, 1885; comp. De Epistulis Cyprianicis 
Dissertatio Theologica, Halis Saxonum, 1885. 

* The MS. in question belonged to the library of Christina Queen of 
Sweden, and appears to have been previously in the possession of Peter 


Daniel of Orleans (+ 1603): see Reifferscheid, Biblioth. Ital., i. 337 compared 
with 349. 
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at a glance that our MS. O, is related to the Sorbonne MS. 
(2), the importance of which has not yet been fully estimated. 
The lists even give us the power of prediction. The MS. 0, 
belongs to the oldest part of the Bodleian collection, having 
been presented to the Library in 1610, and its contents have 
never been exactly catalogued. There is however a partial 
index at the beginning in a hand contemporary with the 
MS. It appeared from this that, although there was consi- 
derable prima facie resemblance to the New College MS. O,, 
there were still some ten or twelve points of difference. On 
examination it turned out that almost every one of these 
arose either from a mistake in the cataloguing of the New 
College MS. or from an omission in the index of the MS. in 
the Bodleian. In this connexion too it may be mentioned 
that the text of the Testzmonia in the small New College MS. 
mo, though of the fifteenth century, closely resembles that 
of Cod. Sessorianus (4) which is of the eight or ninth. 
The text of 4 was followed by Hartel in his edition, and 
though it is faulty as representing what Cyprian actually 
wrote, it is yet both remarkable in itself and unique among 
the MSS. hitherto examined. As 4 is extant only in the 
Testimonia, we may look to find a substitute for it in the New 
College MS. for the other treatises. The lateness of the MS. 
(which seems however to be correctly written) would be abun- 
dantly counterbalanced if it should really add a new family to 
those already recognised. 

All these observations lie much upon the surface. But 
what we want to do is to get below the surface: we want 
to find the order of the archetypes of the different groups ; 
and then to work back from these to the archetypes of the 
archetypes, and to see how near they will bring us to Cyprian 
himself. 

Whether its exact date be 359 or not, in any case the 
Cheltenham List bears tangible marks of a greater antiquity 
than any of the MSS. We begin therefore with it ; and it 
must be confessed that so far as the Treatises are concerned— 
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not as we shall see for the Epistles—the results are rather 
disappointing. Only at the beginning and end does its order 
agree with that of any of the other documents. It is clear, 
however, that the order I, IV, VI, which we find running 
throngh so many of our MSS., was an order that had been 
fixed at the time when the List was drawn up—we shall not 
be wrong in saying practically within a century of Cyprian’s 
death. The order of the Zestimonia coming immediately before 
the Epistles—it is introduced by an epistle (in the strictest 
sense) and is addressed to an individual—and that of the 
Sententiae Episcoporum or minutes of the Council of Carthage 
coming in the midst of them had also been established. The 
Council indeed comes in its proper historical place among the 
letters which bear on the controversy as to Rebaptism with 
which it deals. The two ends of the Cheltenham List thus 
present us with fixed types of order that are largely repre- 
sented in our MSS.; but the order of the eight intermediate 
treatises agrees with that of none of the MSS. Even if we 
break it up into the smallest possible fractions, there are only 
the two pairs, XI, X, which has a parallel in YW, and VIII, 
XII, which occurs again in the group C R& J. 

Another list which is also disappointing is that of the last- 
mentioned group CR V itself. The Verona MS. (/) is an 
eccentric but valuable authority which was used for the 
Aldine edition of 1563 by Latino Latini, the scholar to whom 
it was entrusted. Latini, who shows a very good spirit of 
criticism, was greatly impressed by the age of the MS., which 
he believed to be not less than a thousand years old. He 
complains bitterly of the way in which the printers tampered 
with his text, substituting Vulgate readings for those of the 
MSS. ; and he refused to let his name appear in the edition. 
Soon after this the MS. was presented by the canons of 
Verona to Cardinal Borromeo, and from that time has been 
lost sight of. Fortunately Latini had made notes of his col- 
lation of the MS., many of which are preserved in the margin 
of an Aldine copy at Géttingen, and in other copies used by 

VOL. II. U 


290 The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books, 


Rigault, Baluze, and in the Oxford edition’. Partly from 
these sources, which he has tracked with great care, and partly 
from the allied MSS. C and F# (both of the ninth century), 
Hartel has gone far to recover the text of the MS., which he 
attributes conjecturally to the seventh century. In the order 
of the Treatises VY maintains its character for eccentricity. It 
has, however, the common beginning I, IV, the triplet V, 
VII, VIII, which is very widely spread, and the pair of which 
we have just spoken as agreeing with the Cheltenham List, 
VIII, XII. 

In these two instances our tabulation has not carried us 
very far; but when we turn to the other MSS. much longer 
vistas seem to be opened. Notably is this the case with 
Cod. Seguierianus (S). This is Hartel’s leading MS., and the 
oldest MS. (sixth century) extant for the Treatises, so that its 
affinities are of especial importance. We have only to look 
at the Tables to see how far-reaching those affinities are. 
They suggest welcome conclusions as to the value of our own 
Oxford MSS. The MS. is much mutilated, so that the coin- 
cidences with O,, which are striking enough as it is, might 
have been even more striking if the MS. had been complete. 
O, and O,, again, are very closely allied; and I have pointed 
out elsewhere the interest which attaches to portions at least 
of the text of these MSS.? W also joins the group; and W 
is another MS. which is by no means devoid of interest. 

After S comes the archetype of a large number of MSS., 
MQ EI, and among them our MS. 4, as well as in a more 
qualified sense of 7'Z. This archetype Hartel assigns to the 
eighth century, and it too has many affinities which will be 
worth examining. The ultimate descent of this group from 
an archetype which is also the archetype of S is the salient 
fact about it. 

Other groups now come into view. Chief among these is 
that which includes the Lauresham MS. (ZL). In some parts 


1 Hartel, Praef., pp. ix.-xiv. 
? Old-Latin Texts, Part ii. p. 129 f. 
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at least J is one of the very best MSS. we have. In the 
Testimonia it is our rallying-point, and as a rough test of other 
MSS. it may be said that they are good in proportion as they 
agree with L1. J, itself is of the ninth century; so is its 
fellow MS. P; and the third in the group, N, is of the tenth. 
Now some of our Oxford MSS. have a marked resemblance in 
the text of the Zestemonia to [—conspicuously O, and Q,. 
Both are MSS. that I have no doubt well deserve exploring. 
But O, agrees in order closely with H, and so brings H into 
the vortex, if we may say so, of the good texts. O, has a 
rather peculiar order which coincides at the outset ,with P. 
In the middle P branches off into what one may call the 
main line of tradition—the line of SO, W and the like. It 
is unfortunate that for all these earlier treatises D itself is not 
extant. That leaves a number of problems to be solved. Is 
the line of Z continued in P, in O,, or in O, and H? This 
line may not prove of equal value to Z, but it should at least 
be tested. 

Last but not least in this part of our enquiry comes the 
B group, which here in Oxford is represented by the Lincoln 
MS. (/). B is itself of the eleventh century. It has affinities 
on the one hand with #, on the other hand with MQ, and 
I have found it coincide in important readings with V; so 
that on all sides it is in touch with good and ancient texts. 
It may be mixed, as Hartel says; but there are good in- 
gredients in the mixture. » 

It is of course true that in any or all of these cases the 
affinity of order is only of importance so far as it goes along 
with an affinity of text, and when that affinity of text has 
been proved the later document may be only a more corrupt 
reproduction of the earlier. But the value of these relations 
of order is that they put us upon the track of other relations 
which were in some cases quite unsuspected ; and they are 


1 Old-Latin Biblical Texts, ii. p. xiv: the same conclusion had been 
arrived at independently by Dombart in the essay on Commodian previously 
mentioned (Z. f. wiss. Theol. 1879, p. 383). 
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especially welcome when they suggest a means of supplement- 
ing the defects of primary MSS. 

Before going on to discuss the various arrangements of the 
Epistles, it may be convenient to have before us a list of these 
with a brief indication of their subjects, so as to enable us to 
see how far the grouping has been determined by similarity 
of subject-matter. For this purpose a few simple headings 
are chosen (‘ lapsed,’ ‘ Novatian,’ ‘ heretical baptism,’ and the 
like), without entering into the details and phases of contro- 
versy : it should be understood that ‘ martyrdom’ is taken in 
a wide sense so as to include ‘confession.’ Letters wntten- by 
other persons than Cyprian are printed in italics; but the 
synodical letters are not thus distinguished, as they are pro- 
bably Cyprian’s composition. 


THE EPIst.es. 


Lines in 
No Address. Subject. Zrixow Hartel’s 
Edition. 
I. People of Furni ..._... clerical guardian ... at whe 
2. Eucratius ... ... ... actor... as 40 35 
3. Rogatianus ... ...... refractory deaoon sis 
4. Pomponius... ... ... virgins ... 
5. Clergy of Caithare. vs. ~=poor... 
6. Confessors at Carthage... 2...) 02.0 ces cee tee 
7. Clergy of Carthage ... poor as ees 
8. Clergy to C 
ne 7 sails rs "| retirement ofCyprian 
g. Cyprian’s Reply ... ae ae ee ee 
martyrdom of Ma 
1o. Martyrs and Confessors alta < a 140 118 
11. Clergy of Carthage ... prayer... 21. oe 190 159 
12. Thesame  ... ... ... care of peices site 72 46 
13. Martyrs and Confessors ... ... 
a f Carth __. § care of sok and con- 
ce a nee | fessors... 2.0 oes 


15. Martyrs and Confessors... 

16. Clergy of Carthage... ... 

17. Laity of Carthage... ... } lapsed 

18. Clergy of Carthage... 

19. The same,,, isk, ant 

20. Roman Clergy ... ... explanations ... ... 70 59 


26. Clergy of Carthage 
27. Roman Clergy... ... Jepeed 
28. Moyses, Maximus, and 
other Roman Confessors cae a a 
appointment ofreader 
aE TRY Or ereeneere ai and sub-deacon ... 
30. Roman Clergy to Cyprian lapsed ... ... «. 
31. Reply of Moyses, ete. .,, martyrdom and lapsed 
review of correspond- 
32. Clergy of Carthage... eg 
33. The lapsed ... ... 
34. Clergy of Carthage 
35. Roman Clergy pis lapsed 
36. Reply of Roman Clergy... abu cients Vase bss 
37. Moyses, Maximus, etc.... martyrdom ... ... 120 
38. ye ee of "{ appointment of reader 54 
39. Thesame ... ... ... appointment ofreader 100 
40. Thesame ... ... «. , appointment of pree- 30 
| byter 
41. Caldonius and 4 others Felicissimus ... ... ai 
42. Reply of Caldonius and 
4 others ” 
43. People of Carthage .,. Felicissimus ... 
44. Cornelius... ... 2.2 «.\ - 
45. Cornelius... ...  ... 
46. Maximusand Roman Con- [Nine 
fessors ... ... ay letters to 
47. Cornelius to byntan ... | Novatian,.. ... ...{ Cornelius: 
48. Cornelius ue evs orixot 
49. Cornelius to Cyprian ae 1108] 
50. The same. Sete Take 
51. Gorneitai,.. Sees: es 
52. Cornelius... ... ... ... Novatus... 
53. Maximus and 3 others to 
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Address. Subject. Erixor, 


. Celerinus to Tuctanus ...0 11. sus ane 
. Lucianus to Celerinus . 
. Confessors to Cyprian .,. 
. Caldonius to Cyprian .,.  sacrificati 
. Cyprian’s Reply... 


lapsed 


Cyprian ws. ave 


54. Maximus and 3 others ...; Novatian... is 

55. Antonianus ... ... | mas “hea ilar -vaes', “eee 650 

56. Fortunatus and 5 uthers 

57. 42 African Bishops to {ap see ARES Cave eee 
Cornelius ... os os 
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Lines in 
Hartel’s 
Edition. 


53 


92 
25 


560 
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Lines in 
No. Address. Subject. Zrixoe. Hartel’s 
Edition. 
58. People of Thibaris... ... martyrdom 
59. Cornelius... ... ... ... Felicissimus ... 
60. Cornelius... iis 
61. Lucius... Bi ies yee 
62. Numidian Bishops... ... aes aie of cap- 
tives... ... 
63. Caecilius at ... sacrament of the cup 450 375 
64. African Synod to Fidus’ baptism of infants 106 97 
65. Epictetus and Laity hae 
Assurae pe 
66. Florentius Popoisnts ..s personal calumnies 207 194 
67. 37 African Bishops to 


Felix and people of 


Legio and Asturica,}lapsed bishops... 350 212 

Aelius and people of 

Emerita ia 
68. Stephen ... .... .... ... Marcianus of Arles ft ies 
69. Magnus... ... wea cube. sate Tete. ee 284 388 
70. 31 African Bishops 6 

Januarius and17 others] ... 0... 0 00.0 ose eee 100 83 
71. Quintus... ... ... ...\ heretical baptiam ... oes 
72. Stephen .. ... ue ave 
73. Jubaianus 4... ose reef cee nee cee we wes 550 470 
74. Pompelus onc cee Pore nee cee tee ae 290 250 
75. KFirmilian to Cyprian .. 


80. 
81. 


. Reply from actus aad 


. Nemesianus and 8° aise 


Bishops with clergy in 
the mines ... 


. Reply of Nemestanus aad 


Soothers — +. persecution of Va- 


lerian ... 
others ... 
. Reply from Felix ‘and 2 2 
other saishs with 
clergy .. 
Buscosus:- 
Clergy and people of his own approaching 
Carthage ... ... 4. martyrdom ... 


In order to put some limit to the number of setae which 
are raised by the tabulated liste, I will confine myself pri- 
marily to the Cheltenham MS., and only touch incidentally 
upon the others. The grouping of the letters in the Chel- 
tenham List is partly obvious and partly comes out on a very 
little examination. 
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First we have a group addressed to Cornelius, bishop of 
Rome. These it is clear had been so long collected together 
and were so habitually circulated under the same cover that 
the single letters are not indicated, but they are reckoned in 
the mass dd Cornelium VIIII? with 1108 orlyou. If we look 
at the order in the MSS. we shall see that in 7’'O, there is 
a group of eight letters beginning with 60 and ending with 
51U: in the archetype of 17Q, etc., and in that of O, O, there 
is the same group in the same order. In B/ there is the 
same group in a slightly different order, 60 and 57 being re- 
moved from the top to the bottom. In CR PV, which it will 
be remembered carry us back to the seventh century, and in 
Hf there are only seven letters, 51 being omitted. In the 
L family the group is curiously broken up, only four of the 
letters remaining together, 47, 45, 48, 44, with 57 and 59 at 
no great distance, and 51, 52 scattered among the other 
letters. It will be observed, however, that this small collec- 
tion includes one letter, No. 48, which does not appear in any 
other of the principal lists’. It is a letter of Cyprian to 
Cornelius, and is no doubt rightly inserted by Mommsen in 
this group. On the other hand, Mommsen omits the letter 
from the African Synod to Cornelius (No. 57), which is found 
in all the other lists. We note that C & V make up for 
their omission of 48 and 51 by appending to the letters of 
Cyprian to Cornelius the two from Cornelius to Cyprian 
(Nos. 49, 50), which have got separated from their proper 
connexion in the other MSS. I say separated from their proper 
connexion, though 7’0, have found for them a connexion 

1 This is undoubtedly the reading of the MS., and not viii, as Mommsen 
had in his notes (see above, p. 225). It is however of course possible that the 
archetype may have had vill: and the number of orixo: assigned to the 
group perhaps suggests that it had. 

2 But is there not some omission or mistake? Hartel does not give the 
letter in the table of contents of C and & (p. 1), and yet he quotes both 
C and V in the Apparatus to the letter (both it is true only once). In Z 
the letter is actually designated viiii. I do not quite reconcile what Hartel 


says about the agreement of Z and V (p. xlvi) with the place of Z in the 
genealogy (p. xlviii). 
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which is nearly as good—that of the correspondence between 
Rome and Carthage, Epp. 8, 35, 36. Epp. 49 and 50 are 
only separated from these by Lp. 33 addressed by Cyprian 
to the lapsed of his own Church. 

Among the MSS. which contain the group is the sixth- 
century Bobbio MS. /. This MS., at best a fragment, is 
subdivided into two still smaller fragments, one in the Am- 
brosian library at Milan, and the other at Turin. In the 
Ambrosian portion letters 47, 45,41 are numbered respectively 
XXXVI, XXXVill, xxxlx in a hand of the fifteenth century: in 
the Turin portion, letters 1, 46, 56, 20, 30 are numbered 
xliv, xlv, xlviii (three times repeated for xlvi, xlvii, xlviii) in 
the same hand as the text of the MS. Clearly the MS. was 
still entire when the more recent hand supplied certain missing 
numbers. It is probable that it contained before the point 
at which the Ambrosian fragment begins at least the two 
collections of which we are about to speak. 

Next in distinctness to the Cornelian group is another 
which stands near the head of the Cheltenham List: 10, 28, 
37, 11, 38, 39. This is found in nearly all the families, in- 
cluding the lost seventh-century MS. /, the eighth-century 
archetype of IQ, etc., and the archetype (which is probably 
older than the eighth century) of LV P. It may be traced 
back even farther than this, because besides its presence in 
the Cheltenham List a portion of it at least (Hpp. 10, 28, 37 
—ain this order) appears to have been used by Lucifer of Cag- 
liari!. We may infer that the collection was already made 
within a century of Cyprian’s death. It has aleo another 
claim upon our attention besides its antiquity. The two 
oldest members of the “Q family have a subscription at the 
end of Hpp. 28, 37, EMEnDAvIT Justinus Romakr?; and there 
is a similar subscription at the end of Ep. 39, except that 
RomaE is omitted. As Hp. 39 closes the group, while Epp. 


1 See Hartel’s Index to Lucifer and Harnack in Theol. Literaturzeitung, 
1886, col. 174. 
3 Hartel, p. xlv. 
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28, 37 occur high up in it, it is fair to suppose that the sub- 
scription covers the whole group of six Epistles, from 10 to 
39. It probably also included at least 6, 58, as the series 6, 
58, 10, 28, 37 all have a common subject—martyrdom. The 
spurious treatise De Laude Martyrii is also associated with 
them. It is a matter of speculation at what point in the 
history of the group Justin’s recension took place. Most of 
the famous recensions the authors of which can be identified, 
such as the Nicomachean recension of the First Decade of 
Livy, Niceus’ recension of Juvenal, the Asterian recension of 
Virgil, and the Mavortian of Ovid, range between the end of 
the fourth and the middle of the sixth centuries: and we shall 
probably not be wrong in assigning those limits to the date 
of Justin. Scholarship in all its forms declined rapidly 
during the sixth century. 

The two letters 55 and 63 which precede those of Justin’s 
recension are both more of the length and character of trea- 
tises, and were apparently regarded as such, though, as I have 
said, in ancient times the distinction between treatises and 
epistles does not seem to have been observed. They stand 
in a sort of near but loose connexion with the Justin group. 

The letters 73, 71, 74, 69, and the records of the Cartha- 
ginian Council, all belong to the controversy on heretical 
baptism. With these was naturally joined Lp. 64, to Fidus, 
on the baptism of infants (Fidus wanted to defer baptism till 
the eighth day, after the precedent of circumcision). Lp. 67 
which goes with the same group both in the Cheltenham List 
and elsewhere, is the letter from an African Synod to the 
Churches of Astorga, Leon, and Merida in Spain, about the 
deposition of the bishops Basilides and Martialis. Why this 
letter, and also Ep. 2, about the actor who continued to prac- 
tise his calling as a Christian, should be joined to the group 
is not very apparent; but the connexion exists in nearly 
all the MSS. It may be that the common idea running 
through the group is that of ‘ disabilities ;’ or the conjunc- 
tion may be due to the local circumstances under which the 
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collection was made. It seems probable that this collection 
at least was put together in Africa. Otherwise it would 
hardly have contained the Sententiae Episcoporum. The re- 
solutions of the Council would naturally be forwarded to other 
Churches, but not its minutes. But there was considerable 
intercourse between Spain and Africa. Juvencus used an 
African text. 

There remain six letters, 40, 66, 12, 32, 20, 30. Of these, 
40 and 66 are connected in the archetype of the MQ family, 
preservedin M. There is no clear connexion of subject between 
them: 40 deals with the ordination of Numidicus, 66—an 
epistle of much dignity and severity—is addressed to the re- 
calcitrant confessor, Florentius. The other letters, 12, 32, 20, 
30, are combined besides not only in the later MSS. HA, but 
also in the important sixth-century MS. / They appear to 
be the nucleus of a small collection of correspondence with the 
Church at Rome. 

Just in this portion of the Cheltenham List we are in the 
presence, not of larger aggregations, but of smaller fractions 
of correspondence, which circulated rather as the waifs and 
strays of the collection, yet with a tendency to cohere. 

We may pause to draw out summarily these four collec- 
tions. 


) denotes an insertion in the MS. in question not found in 
most other MSS. 


[ ] denote a displacement, the letter occurring in the MS. 
but in another connexion, When the displacement 
occurs within the group the insertion only is noticed. 
A bracket enclosing several numbers shows that they 
occur together and that their relative order is pre- 
served. 
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And now we ask, what is the bearing of these groupings 
on the criticism of Cyprian’s works? We turn to the letters 
which have not been identified by Mommeen: provisional 
identifications have been proposed for these, but they need to 
be explained rather more in detail. The first that meets us is 
No. 21 on the list (p. 224 above), Awrelio lectort pro ordinato. 
This follows Zp. 38, and it is followed immediately by Ep. 39. 
In other words, it comes in the middle of a group, the recen- 
sion of Justin, where none of the MSS. have any letter at all. 
Is it a lost letter? It may be, but I doubt it. I suspect that 
Nos. 20, 21 were originally a.single title, which in the course 
of transcription has got broken in two. I suspect that the 
title originally ran: Ad clerum [probably without e¢ plebem, for 
it seems to be the custom of the list to omit this addition ; 
ef. No. 39 =Lp. 20] pro Aurelio lectore ordinato. This merely 
involves the displacement of pro, for which there are parallels 
enough in the scribe’s note containing the date and the 
account of the stichometry, and the change of Jectori into 
lectore. The use of pro instead of de of the MSS. would be 
appropriate, because the letter is commendatory of Aurelius. 
There is however some difficulty about the orfyou assigned to 
this imaginary letter. It is not clear where the number CXL 
came from, unless it was from the next letter but one, CXC 
above. 

The next of the unidentified letters would be Nos. 25, 26. 
Here again we have two letters where there ought to be only 
one, No. 70, as in the LNP collection. And again I am 
tempted to ask whether we have not in these two supposed 
letters Hp. 70 in disguise. Mommsen thinks that the title of 
No. 25 stands for Adae et presbyteris XIII numero, while in 
No. 26 the number of the ‘co-addressees’ (if the English lan- 
guage will admit such a word) has dropped out before #. But 
that, if Iam not mistaken, gives a wrong order: the regular 
phrase is not X//[# but % XIII. Besides, there is no such 
person anywhere else in Cyprian’s correspondence as ddam. 
That is of course not conclusive. But putting it together 
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with the fact that we ought from the MSS. to have one letter 
here and one only, I would take leave to conjecture that we 
have again a single letter split in two. The title would then 
be Ad presbyteros numero XVIII presbytert numero XXX (for 
XXXI?). The ambiguity as to case of the contraction prb was 
a fruitful source of confusion. 

Of the two remaining gaps, at Nos. 29 and 34, I should 
have little hesitation in filling the first with Ep. 72. Both 
the address Ad Stephanum and the number of orlyot would agree 
well (100 as compared with 79 lines of Hartel’s text). And 
the letter certainly belongs to this group, in which it appears 
with no more inversion of position than is found several times 
elsewhere in B, though it has travelled into another and less 
suitable connexion (Collection D) in 27H. The other, No. 34, 
we might be disposed to identify with Ep. 76 (To Nemesianus, 
Felix, Lucius, etc. in the Mines); but in that case the num- 
ber of orlyo: must have been largely corrupted. In the 
address of the preceding letter (Luct ad Fucratium) Luct ap- 
pears out of place. There is no mention of Lucius in Fp. 2. 
But Lucius is found with Felix in the address of Ep. 76; 
so that it may be nght to bring down Lwucz[o] into the next 
line, making the title run Felice: Lucio or Lucio Felict et ceteris. 
The place of this letter would be somewhat peculiar. Only in 
one list, that of 7’, does it come where it ought, along with 
Epp. 77, 78, 79: it is more often found at the head of the 
group on Rebaptism. If the identification just suggested is 
right, the Cheltenham List would have it at the foot instead 
of at the head. But I am not altogether satisfied about this 
letter. 

It may be well to set side by side the text of the MSS. 
with the corrections proposed in it. 
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TEXT OF THE CHELTENHAM MS.,witH THE SAME CORRECTED AND IDENTIFIED 


MoMMSEN’S NUMBERING OF THE with EPISTLES AS NUMBERED IN 
WORKS OF CYPRIAN. HapreE’s EDITION. 
19. de precando deum CXC. Ep. 11. de precando deum CXC. 
20. ad clerum LITTI. Ep. 38. ad clerum pro Aurelio lectore 
21. Aurelio lectort pro orinat ordinato LIIITI. 
CXL. 


26. Ade prb n. CXX. CXX(=ad presbyteros numero 
XVIII presbyteri numero 


25. Ade prb XIII. n. XXX. Ep. 7o. ad prob x. XVIII pron. XXX 
| XXX [versus] CXX). 


29. ad Stephanum C. Ep. 72. ad Stephanum C. 

33. Luci ad Eucratium XL. Ep. 2. ad Eucratium XL. 

34. Felici et ceteris XX. Ep. 76. Felici Luci[o] et ceteris CC ? 
35. de Numidia conf. XXX. Ep. 40. de NumidicoconfessoreXXX. 


In regard to the stichometry, it is hopeless to expect exact 
results with no means of checking the single items such as 
we possess in the case of the Biblical stichometries. The 
results which I obtain, however, are rather nearer the total in 
the MS. than Dr. Mommsen’s. The MS. total is 18,500 
orixot for all the works enumerated. I make the single items 
amount in all to 16,456. But no figures are given for the 
treatise De Dominica Oratione, which occupies 719 lines in 
Hartel’s edition. The proportion of orfyo. to Hartel’s lines 
I make to be for the 35 safely identified treatises and letters 
(without the TYestzmonia), roughly speaking, 6:5. For the 
treatises alone the proportion is higher: for the first ten it 
appears to be approximately 16:13. This is reckoned upon 
the basis of the estimates given by Mommsen (p. 155 f.). We 
may allow therefore some 880 orlyor for the missing treatise. 
This gives a grand total of 17,336, which might be taken to 
favour the view that I had dropped out from the number 
assigned to Book III of the Zestimonia. It would however 


be as easy to suppose that I had been repeated by mistake in 
the total XVIII D. 
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APPENDIX’. 


[C. H. Turner. | 


I. THe O_p TESTAMENT STICHOMETRY. 


TAKING as a starting-point the quotation from the Apocalypse 
(iv. 11) which immediately follows the list of Old Testament 
books—‘ Sed ut in Apocalypsis Johannis dictum est: “ vidi XXIIIT 
geniores mittentes coronas suas ante thronum?,” maiores nostri 
probant hos libros esse canonicos et hoc dixisse seniores’—it is 
an obvious conclusion that the Books of the Old Testament are 
reckoned at 24° This being so, it is natural to ask how the 
number is obtained ; and I can only succeed in securing exactly 
this total by the following calculation: the Books of the Hepta- 
teuch, 7; Ruth and Kings, 5; Chronicles, 2; Maccabees, 2; Job, 
Tobit, Esther, Judith, Psalms, 1 each; altogether 21, leaving for 
Solomon, 1; for the Major Prophets, 1; for the Minor Prophets, I. 

For the treatment of the Books of Solomon, as in some sense a 
unit, a parallel may be found in the method of quotation employed 
in Cyprian’s Zestimonia. The phrase im sagnentia Salomonis 
introduces texts from both Proverbs and Wisdom; with item 


1 Dr. Sanday has kindly asked me to add to his paper some notes on the 
stichometry, and more particularly on that of St. Cyprian’s works.—C. H. T. 

2 A further argument, if one were needed, for the African origin of our 
document, might be drawn from the form of the text. Mittentes is a coinci- 
dence with Primasius against all other authorities ; ¢hronum, too, excludes at 
least the Italian text of St. Ambrose, &c., which seems to use sedes invariably 
for Opéyvos. 

I feel so much difficulty in understanding seniores in two different senses 
in successive lines (cf. sup. p. 237), that I venture to suggest tentatively the 
translation, ‘Our predecessors approve that these books are canonical, and that 
this is what “ the elders” (of the Apocalypse) meant,’ i.e. what is meant by 
24 ‘ elders’ is an equal number of canonical books. 

8 It is a curious coincidence that the Books of the New Testament, as the 
text stands at present, amount to the same number: 4 Gospels, 13 Epistles of 
St. Paul, Acts, Apocalypse, 3 Epistles of St. John, 2 of St. Peter. 
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illic he passes from Proverbs to Ecclesiasticus, from Proverbs to’ 
Wisdom, or from Proverbs to Ecclesiastes; with apud eundem 
from Wisdom to Proverbs, from Ecclesiastes to Ecclesiasticus. 
There need be no hesitation in accepting the inference that if the 
four Books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Wisdom, and Ecclesiasticus, 
were treated as one by the great African writer of the third 
century, the same phenomenon is not unnatural in any African 
writer of the fourth. 

But one of the Books of Solomon is entirely unrepresented in 
the quotations of the Zestimonia. Canticles are only quoted by 
Cyprian three times (De Eccl. Unit. § 4; Ep. lxix. §2; Ep, lxxiv. 
§ 11), and in each case by the title In Cantico Canticorum. But 
if the book is not to be included under the general title ‘Solomon,’ 
it must have been absent altogether from the Cheltenham List. 
Whether parallels for this could be found I do not know; I have 
only noticed (1) that Aphraates is said to cite every Book of the 
Old Testament except Canticles and the short prophecy of Obadiah 
(Zahn, Neutest. Kan. i. p. 374, 0. 2); (2) that Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, as we learn from his follower Junilius and from his 
opponent Leontius of Byzantium, rejected Canticles as well as 
several other books of the Old Testament (Watkins, Bampton 
Lectures, p. 118; Westcott, Canon, p. 544). Taken together, this 
evidence may seem to show that the Syrian Church of the fourth 
and fifth century was at least suspicious of the book. In any case 
the hypothesis of its exclusion here would not have merited mention 
at all, if it were not that it affords, as will be seen, a possible 
clue to the restoration of the stichometry. 

In estimating the correctness of the stichometries for the dif- 
ferent books, we have for guide, as in the case of the Cyprianic 
stichometry further on, the total given at the end of the list; but 
we have also, what for Cyprian fails us, a comparison with similar 
lists preserved elsewhere. Dr. Sanday has shown (p. 266) that the 
stichometries found in Vulgate MSS. are substantially the same as 
that of our list. With the obvious substitution of CCL for CCI in 
the Book of Ruth, the list proceeds part passu with the MSS. 
until we reach the Book of Job, where however the 1800 of the 
Cheltenham List is supported by some Vulgate MSS. against the 
1700 of the majority. The figure for the Book of Esther has 
disappeared from the list, just as happens to the treatise De 
Dominica Oratione of St. Cyprian; and the explanation in both 
cases is substantially the same, namely, some confusion with similar 

VOL, III. x 
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cyphers for books in the immediate neighbourhood. We should 
doubtless supply the lacuna here with the 700 of the Vulgate. On the 
other hand, the Book of Psalms is unnumbered in the MSS., but 
reckoned at 5000 orixo: in the list. In none of these instances 
is there much uncertainty about the true reading. It is other- 
wise with four of the remaining numbers, those for Solomon, for 
the Major Prophets as a whole, for Ezekiel, and for Daniel; and 
here it will be helpful to reproduce the concluding figures of the 
list and of the MSS. 


Same 
Cheltenham List. conjecturally | Vulgate MSS. 
restored. 
Solomon ver. VD = 5500| VII XL [total of 5 books, 
ware — 7320] 
Major Pro- | ver. XVI CCCLXX = 16370 | XIII CCCXX | [total of 4 books, 
phets 132320(or13330) } 
Isaiah ver. III DLXXX = 3580 3580 
Jeremiah | Ver. IIIICCCCL = 4450 4450 
Daniel ver. 00 CCCL = 1350} CODCCCL 1850 
Ezekiel _| ver. III DCCC = 3800| ITI CCCCXL | 3340 (or 3440) 
Minor Pro- | ver. III DCCC = 3800 3800 


phets 


The figures for Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the Minor Prophets co- 
incide with the MSS., and may be taken as correct. As to Ezekiel, 
the scribe’s eye has apparently wandered on to the next line, for 
he has written the same figure as for the Minor Prophets, The 
figure for Daniel requires the insertion of D, which has perhaps 
slipped down to the next line, and facilitated the confusion of the 
figures for Ezekiel and the Minor Prophets. The sum given 
as the total for the four Prophets, if it is to tally exactly with 
the majority of Vulgate MSS., should be XIII CCXX, and we can 
at once emend the first cyphers of the Cheltenham List, XVI 
being an easy confusion for XIJI; if next we suppose that the 
list had the figure given by some Vulgate MSS. for Ezekiel, 3440 
(for 3340), the corrected total becomes XIII CCCXX, and we 
have now only to excise an L from the figure of the Cheltenham 
List. 

There is left only the figure for ‘Solomon’ to deal with. The 
items for the other 23 books, if put together, now come to 62460. 
The total given by the list for the whole 24 is 69500. The 
difference of 7040 should therefore be the correct figure for the 
remaining book. VD is the existing figure, and this would re- 
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present without much difficulty VII; then the L, which has 
unwarrantably crept into the next line (the Major Prophets), will 
help us to the missing cyphers of VII XL. The change is no 
doubt drastic, but there seems no way in which 5500, as it now 
stands in the list, can be harmonized with the data of the Vulgate 
MSS.; and it is not without weight that the number “040, arrived 
at on independent grounds, is the exact sum of the Vulgate figures 
for four Solomonic books, and these the four quoted in close con- 
nexion by St. Cyprian: Proverbs, 1740 orixo:; Ecclesiastes, 800 ; 
Wisdom, 1700; Ecclesiasticus, 2800; total, 7040. This result, 
however, and the consequent omission of Canticles, while it ex- 
plains and reconciles a good deal, must remain at present only 
a hypothesis, and a hypothesis not entirely free from difficulty’. 


Il. New TrestaMent STICHOMETRY. 


The New Testament stichometry finds similar parallels for the 
Gospels, Acts, and Apocalypse in the Vulgate MSS.; and the only 
correction needed to bring the list into accordance with the MSS., 
and at the same time to make the items of the four Gospels 
harmonize with their total, is the addition of the cypher D to the 
figure for St. Luke. Our real difficulties do not begin till the 
concluding lines— 

eplae Johannis III ver CCCCL. 
una sola 

eplae Petri II ver CCC 

una sola, 

Zahn’s explanation of this curious duplication is accepted by 
Prof. Sanday (p. 243 sup.): ‘The author of the list had before 
him a catalogue containing the full number of three Epistles of 
St. John and two of St. Peter; but while himself transcribing 
this, he at the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 
Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit of 
recognising. No doubt this is the prima facie interpretation 
of the words; and yet it must seem very improbable that a scribe 
should have had before him a list which, while it excluded 

1 It should perhaps be pointed out in favour of the alternative hypothesis of 
the retention of Canticles, that the five books of Solomon according to the 
stichometry of the Vulgate MSS. would amount to 7320 (280 being reckoned 
to Canticles), and the later figures of this number ViI cccxx might conceivably 


have been lost by confusion with the similar figures of the next number in our 
list, XTII ccoxx (as restored) of the major Prophets. 


xX 2 
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Hebrews, and generally was arranged in so antique an order, 
yet represented a later stage in the history of the Canon by in- 
cluding at least five Catholic Epistles. Even if we suppose that 
only the five actually mentioned (three of St. John and two of 
St. Peter) belonged to the original list, the difficulty is enhanced 
by the inclusion of 2 Peter, which has no early attestation, as 
against the omission of Jude, for which considerable early Western 
evidence can be quoted. Further, it is part of this hypothesis 
that the original list, with its full and later Canon of Catholic 
Epistles, fell into the hands of some scribe, who in turn represented 
an earlier and less elaborated Canon, of two Catholic Epistles 
only. Is it not possible, and does it not better preserve the homo- 
geneity of the list, to reverse Zahn’s hypothesis, and to suppose 
that the original African stichometry contained only 1 John and 
1 Peter, and that what some later scribe did (whether the actual 
scribe of our tenth-century MS. or his predecessor) was to sub- 
stitute ‘epistolae Johannis III,’ ‘ Petri II,’ while at the same time 
he added ‘una sola’ as a note or saving clause in each case, im- 
plying that only one was given in the MS. before him? This 
would explain very simply the absence of all reference to James 
and Jude; the positive statement of the original ‘one Epistle of 
John,’ ‘one of Peter,’ seemed to the scribe to call for correction, 
while the mere omission of two epistles was not an error which 
forced itself in the same way upon his notice. Indeed, since there 
would have been, ex hypothest, no stichometry for them in the 
original MS., their subsequent insertion in a stichometrical list 
was in itself difficult; while, on the other hand, the oriya 
meant for 1 Peter and 1 John only could be attached (however 
erroneously) to the three and two Epistles respectively. If this 
theory of the Canon of the Catholic Epistles be correct, the New 
Testament of the Cheltenham List is identical with that of St. 
Cyprian, who shows no trace, so far as I know, of the use either 
of Hebrews or of the five lesser Catholic Epistles. 


III. Toe Cyprianic STICHOMETRY. 


I will commence here by supplementing the lists of the Treatises 
and Epistles of St. Cyprian, published on p. 283 sqq., with three 
lists drawn from the Catalogi Bibliothecarum Antiqut, of G. Becker 
(Bonn, 1885), the first of the ninth, the second of the tenth, the 
third of the twelfth century. 
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Library of | Library of | Lib of 
Reichenan Tanroshaci Boo! 
i -7) . 107), 2 
dex Chaeminee, | G2)” | ep | oy 
No. 111. Nos. 351, Nos. 105, 
352. 106. 
ad Donatum I I I Epp. nume- 
ro Xvi. 
ad virgines IV x IV I 
de lapsis VI IV VI x 
de opere et eleemosynie XI XII Vv Ix 
ad Demetrianum x VII XII (vol. ii.) 
de ecclesiae unitate Vv XIIT XITI XIII 
de zelo et livore XIII VI VII XII 
de mortalitate VIII VIII VIII VIII 
de patientia XII XI x IV 
ad Fortunatum IX IX XI Vv 
de domini oratione VII V IX VI 
ad Quirinum (Testimonia) III Ep. 63 ad Tiburti- | de simbolo 
num fidei ad 
= Ep. 58? Lauren- 
tium 
ad Anbari- —— III 
tanos (vol. ii.) (libb. ii.) 
= Ep. 58 
Il Epp. nume- 
ad Roga- ro xiiii. 
tianum 
=Ep. 6? 
ad presby- 
teros et 
diaconos 
Epp. iii 
= Epp.11, 
38, 39? 


The first and third of these new lists do not unfortunately 


? Other shorter lists would be those of (1) Bobbio, saec. x. (p. 66), nos. 149- 
154: 149, 150, ad Demetrianum, libros ii. 151, de diligendo Deo, lib. i. 
152, 153, ad Quirinum, libros ii. 154, de diversis opusculis, lib. i; (2) Pom- 
puse, A.D. 1093 (p. 159) no. 8, sermones et epistolae Ixxxi: de Judaica in- 
credulitate ad Vigilium episcopum. Versus Domini Joannis de coena mai 
Cypriani. 

Cf. 7, no. 67 (p. 15) epistolae: 11, no. 109 (p. 27) de canonibus et institu- 
tionibus ecclesiasticorum Ixxxvii (app. the Sent. Ep.): 15, no. 259 (p. 34) 
epistolae: 18, no. 36 (p. 39) omeliae: 21, no. 13,14 (p. 42) sermones, litterae : 
26, no. 31 (p. 60) cena nuptiarum: 68, no. 84 (p. 151) epistolae: 79, no. 97 (p. 
187) epistolae: 80, no. 194 (p. 193) ad Donatum: 86, no. 57 (p. 201) epistolae : 
95, no. 112 (p. 213) super dominicam orat.: 96, no. 59, an English monastery, 
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present any very striking parallels to the still unique order of the 
treatises in the Index Cheltonianus; though minor points of 
contact might be noted, e.g. XIII, VIII, XII of the Bec MS., 
compared with XIII, XII, VIII of our list. Of more interest 
is the Lauresham list. Beyond question it supplies the 
answer to the problem which Dr. Sanday propounds (p. 291, 
sup.), a8 to the order which ZL of the TZestimonia and Epistles 
would have supported, if extant, for the treatises; for L, 
though now a Vienna, was originally a Lauresham MS. 
written in the ninth century, and is undoubtedly identical with 
No. 352 in the tenth-century Lauresham catalogue, ttem Caecilit 
Cypriani epistolae numero alia tn alio codice, only that for xliii 
we should read xlviii. But if this is so, then the companion 
volume No. 351, from which the list of treatises given above is 
reproduced, will give us just what we want. Of the twelve 
epistolae which it contains, eleven are identical with treatises 
of Hartel’s first volume, leaving only three, the Quod tdola, the 
Testimonia, and the Sent. Epp. to be accounted for; but these 
all occur in the second or extant volume. Conversely, the only 
epistola of this lost volume not identical with a treatise, is entitled 
ad Tiburtinum ; and I have no hesitation in identifying this with 
Ep. 58, ad Tibaritanos, which is absent from the extant Z (though 
every other epistle of Cyprian’s own of the same length is included 
in its collection) and present in every large collection of the letters. 
Dr. Sanday speculated whether the line of Z was continued in P, 
in O,, or in O, and H. A comparison with the Tables on p. 283 
will show that as between these MSS. it is the order of O, and H 
which reappears in ZL, with the difference that XII and XIII 
immediately succeed V, and that XI is postponed to VIII and X. 
So far as they go, these alterations bring Z into rather nearer 
connection with the Cheltenham order, but the nearness is not 
sufficient to be striking. 

It is otherwise with the order of the Epistles, where the following 
list will show that a very remarkable parallel to the Cheltenham 
List can be found in a minor MS. named by Hartel p, to which 
my attention was in the first instance directed by noticing that in 
the apparatus criticus of Ep. 78, the Luci of No. 33 in the list 
was reproduced only in the Luctt of p. On p. xlvi of his preface 
Hartel gives a list of the contents of this MS., which on the 
ground of scriptorum ordo passim servatus he concludes to depend 
on 7’. But the following Table will show that for the Epistles 
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covered by the Cheltenham List, the order of » is intermediate 
between 7’ and Z. It is true that it contains a large number of 
the letters which are peculiar to 7’ among the leading MSS., but 
in a quite dissimilar sequence, and, so far as a hasty glance enables 
one to judge, probably not with a derived text’. Even the one 
deviation in the order of the Treatises (7, XI, VIII; », VIII, XI) 
is not unimportant, for » here coincides with S, W, P, O,, O,, O,, 
against O,, H, M:— 


T. ps Index Cheltonianus. DL. 
III III (12) ad Quirinum, libri III ad Quirinum 
III 
Ep. 63 Ep. 63 (13) ad Antonianum Ep. 63 de sacramento do- 
=x Ep. 55 minici calicis 
6 55 (14) de calice dominico 6 ad confessores 
= Ep. 63 
55 6 (15) de laude martyrii 55 ad Antonianum 
de laude de Cornelio et 
martyrii Novatiano 
Ce) 10 (16) ad confessores mar- Io ad martyras et 
tyrum #Ep.10 confessores 
28 28 (17) Moysi et Maximo 28 Mosi et Maximo 
= Ep. 28 presbyterorum 
et ceteris con- 
fessoribus 
37 37 (18) ad eosdem alia 37 quibus supra 
= Ep. 37 
II 1 (19) de precando deum 11 ad clerum de pre- 
= Ep. 11 cando deo pro 


peccatis nostris 
(20) ad clerum 


1 Hartel asserts (p. xlvii) that # and four other MSS. depend on T' s0 
directly, that in no case does a more ancient reading appear in any one of 
them ; where they are right against 7’, it is through conjectural restorations. 
On looking through Ep. 22 it seems possible that y in the following instances 
may alone preserve the true reading: p. 533, 1. 11, ante ipsam ; p. 534, l. 13, 
a sapore, l, 14, tam tolleravimus, 1. 18, in pignerarium ; p. 535, 1. 5, sit, 1. 11, 
significastis vos, et Saturninum, etc. 

It may be added that y» presents a near parallel to the MS. of Cyprian, 
catalogued in the 12th century at Pompuse (see sup. p. 309), which contained 
81 sermones et epistulae, de Judaica incredulitate ad Vigilium episcopum, 
and versus Domini Joannis de coena mai Cypriani. Similarly yp after 
96 letters and treatises closes with ad Vigilium episcopum de tudaica incre- 
dulitate. Versiculos dni Ioannis de cena sci Cypriani, Caenam Cypriani. 


312 
T. pe 
Ep. 38 38 
39 39 
58 58 
60. 57. 59 
52. 47. 45 
44. 51 
{8 Epp. to 3 
Cornelius, 2 
omitting Q 
Ep. 48] = 
13. 43. 65 a 
1. 61. 46. a 
66 
54 
"6 76 
73 73 
v1 ii 
7° 7° 


Sent. Epp. | Sent. Epp. 


Ep. 74 Ep. 74 
69 69 

40 

67 67 

64 64 

2 2 
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L. 


(21) Aurelio lectori pro Ep.38adclerumet plebem 


ordinato = Ep. 38 


(22) Celerino=Ep. 39 


(23) ad Iobianum 
= Ep. 73 


(24) ad Quintum 
= Ep. 71 
(25) ad eprb XIII i. 
XXX 
(26) ad eprb i. CXX 
=Ep. 70? 
(27) Sent. Epp. 
(28) ad Pompeium 
=Ep. 74 


(29) ad Stephanum 
=Ep. 72? 
(30) ad Fidum =Ep, 64 


(31) ad Magnum 

=Ep. 69 
(32) ad Martialem 

= Ep. 67 


(33)@ ad Eucratium 
= Ep. 3 


de Aurelio con- 
feasore lectore 
ordinato 

39 ad clerum et plebem 
de Celerino 


60 ad Cornelium de 
confessione eius 


[om. hoe loco] 


76 ad martyras et 
confessores in 
metallo consti- 
tutos 

73 ad Iuvaianum de 
hereticis bapti- 
vandis epistolae 
numero tres 

71 ad Quintum 


7° [no inscr. ] 


Sententiae episcoporum 

Ep. 74 ad Pompeiumcon- 
tra epistulam 
Stephani 


69 ad Magnum de 
Novatiano 


67 de Martiale et 
Basilide 
64 ad Fidum de in- 
fantibus bapti- 
zandis 
2 ad Eucratium de. 
histrione 


T. 
32, 20, 12- 


de laude 
mart. 


40 
78 
ad Lucium 

etquicum 
eo sunt 

79 
epistula 
Felicis 
Iaderis 
Polianis 

76 

47 


[om. hoc loco] 
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B. 


60. 57. 59. 


52. 47. 45. 
44. 51. 
13 


43. 65 


78 


Lucii et qui 


cum  e0 
sunt 
79 
Felix Iader 
Pollianus 


77 
1. 61. 46. 


66 


[om.] 
fom. hoc 
loco} 
[om. hoc 
loco } 


Index Cheltonianus. 


(33) Luci =Ep. 78 


(34) Felici et ceteris 
= Ep. 79 


(35) de Numidia conf. 
= Ep. 40 


(36) ad Florentium 
= Ep. 66 


(37) ad presb =Ep. 54 


(38) ad eosdem et diac 
= Ep. 32 


(39) ad clerum urbd 

= Ep. 20 
(40) Romani resc. 

= Ep. 30 


(41) adversus Jud. 
(42-50) ad Cornelium 

Vii 
(51) vita Cypriani 


DL. 


13 
de laude mart. 
43. 95 
12. 1. 56. 3 
47-45. 48. 44 
61. 46. 57. 59 
Quod idola 
[om.] 


[om. ] 


Ep. 66 ad = Filorentium 
| quem et Pup- 
pianum 

40 de Numidico con- 
fessore presby- 
tero ordinato 

4. 72. 51 

54 ad Maximum pres- 
byterum et ur- 
bem et Sidonium 
et Macarium 

32 Cyprianus ad 
presbyteros et 
diaconos 

20 ad Romanos 

12 


30 Cypriano papae 
pprr et diaconi 
Romae_consis- 
tentes 

[om.]} 


[om. hoe loco] 


[om.] 


Now by the aid of these lists and of the headings to the letters 


r 
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in ZL (those for 7’ and yp are, except for Epistles 78, 79, unfor- 
tunately not given in Hartel) it becomes possible to identify with 
certainty the letters contained in the Cheltenham stichometry. 
The list in 7 is not very helpful, and is chiefly given to point the 
contrast with the list of »; there is only one case in which it stands 
alone of the three in presenting a parallel to Mommsen’s List, 
and that is in containing the tract Adversus Judaeos. But the 
lists in » and Z are of primary value. In the majority of cases 
the order of both is in strict agreement with that of the Cheltenham 
List. In only three cases do they agree against it, in the insertion 
of Epistle 6 (towards the beginning), of Epistle 76 (before Ep. 73) 
and of Epistle 12 (towards the end); but in the first and last of 
these cases, though the two MSS. agree in inserting the Epistles, 
they vary slightly in their place; and as to the first of them I shall 
have to ask presently whether it should not be restored to the 
Cheltenham List as well. Conversely, in only one case is the 
insertion of a letter by the List unsupported by one or other of 
the two MSS., namely the Ad Stephanum, which follows Ep. 74, 
and which Dr. Sanday naturally identifies with Ep. 721. Starting 
from this substantial agreement, we work back on doubtful cases. 
(1) With Dr. Sanday I have no manner of doubt that No. 20 of 
the List ad clerum is to be merged into the title either of No. 19 
or of No. 21, both of them letters addressed to the clergy; possibly 
even the words formed a general marginal heading for the three 
letters Nos. 19, 21, 22, the inscriptions to all of which in Z begin 
ad clerum*, (2) As to Nos. 25 and 26 Dr. Sanday is of course 
right in rejecting Mommsen’s Adam, and right too in seeing that 
Epistle 70 is contained somewhere in it. My only doubt is whether 
Epistle 76 which p» and Z agree in placing in this neighbourhood 
(before Epistle 73) should be also discovered here. (3) Of No. 29 
I have already spoken. (4) The List in p offers, I believe, a certain 
clue to the identification of Nos. 33 6 and 34. They are really 
Epistles 78 with the simple heading Luci as in p, and Ep. 79, 
where, by a not unusual error, ‘Felix and others,’ are made the 
recipients instead of the writers of the letter. It is to be noted 
that the stichometry suits the latter Epistle exactly. 


1 But see below, p. 320. 

3 I should be inclined to read Nos. 21, 22 rather differently to Dr. Sanday, 
taking pro as the contraction for presbytero, ‘de Aurelio lectori presbytero 
ordinato, ‘de Celerino,’ comparing the headings in L (p. 312 sup.), which how- 
ever correctly makes Aurelius a confessor ordained reader, not a reader 
ordained presbyter. 
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We are now in a position to sum up the results of the relation- 
ship of the two MSS. to the List. For Nos. 12 to 1g of the List, 
the closest parallel comes from p, which contains the de laude 
martyrit in this part; indeed if, as I hope to show, Ep. 6 should 
be inserted in the List after No. 15, the group, though not the 
order, of the five epistles will be identical. From No. 16 to No. 
22 L and p tally exactly with the subject-matter and even order 
of the List. Then » adds Ep. 58 which Z placed at the end of 
the treatises, while the List omits it altogether; and Z adds 
Ep. 60 which p» and doubtless the List as well include elsewhere 
in the larger collection of letters to Cornelius. Both Z and pz 
add next Ep. 76. From Nos. 23 to 28 the three Lists work 
together again. No. 29 if a separate letter is peculiar, in this 
position, to the List. Nos. 30 to 33 form a group of four Epistles 
common to all three collections (save that » interpolates in the 
middle of it Ep. 40 which in Z and the List comes later), in the 
order of which however Z and p» are combined against the List. 
As we shall see from the stichometry, No. 31 of the List must be the 
first part only of Ep. 69 ad Magnum in the form in which ZL 
and § (Hartel gives no information about » or 7’) contain it, 
breaking off at p. 760,].131. After this Z and p insert each a 
considerable body of Epistles not found, at least in this place, in 
the List. y leads off with a collection of eight letters to Cornelius, 
followed by three others. JZ has here besides two treatises (De 
laude martyrit and Quod izdola) substantially the same letters, 
though those to Cornelius are not connected into a single group. 
Next the two Epistles Nos. 33 6 and 34 of the List (Epp. 78, 
79) find their parallel in »; and after four more Epistles in p 
(three of them having occurred in Z shortly before) the three 
authorities finally converge once more. Nos. 35 and 36 occur in 
inverse order in J, while the first of them is absent in this place 
from p, having occurred before. JZ next interpolates three letters, 
and then we have Nos. 37 to 40 parallel even to their order with 
a group of five in Z and p, only that Ep. 12 of the two MSS. does 
not reappear in the List®. The spurious tract Adversus Judaeos 
(No. 41) is an interpolation of the List. Finally the letters to 


1 At least Hartel does not quote Z for the second part of this letter: on the 
other hand he quotes the sister MS. P, throughout, and in his critical preface 
(Vol, III. p. xxx) he nowhere hints that Ep. 69, part ii, is absent from any 
one of the family Z N P. 

2 There is little doubt that No. 37 should be identified not, as Mommsen 
and Dr. Sanday believe, with Ep. 12, but with Ep. 54. In favour of the latter 
are the order in » and. L, the stichometry, and the change in the title of No. 38 
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Cornelius would most naturally be the connected set of eight! (Epp. 
60, 57, 59, 52) 47, 45, 44, 51) which occurs earlier together in p, 
and, though in another neigbourhood, in 7’. 

In passing to the consideration of the stichometry proper of the 
Cyprianic List, it is first of all to be noted that, as in the case of 
the Old Testament, the individual items as given in the MS. amount, 
when added together, to a total appreciably variant from the sum 
named at the end of the List ; the latter being ‘fiunt omnes versus 
XVill. D’ (18,500), while the items, according to Dr. Sanday’s calcu- 
lation, come to 16,456, according to my own to 16,256, or 200 less. 
No figures, however, are given for the De Dominica Oratione ; prob- 
ably the number has not simply dropped out, but has been merged 
with the numbers preceding, for No. 9 De Patientia has the figure 
860, which is demonstrably too large, as this treatise is only slightly 
longer than No. 8 De Mortalitate with 550. A proposed restoration 
of this passage is subjoined, 

As read in the MS. | As conjecturally restored. 


No. 8. de mortalitate DL DL 
g. de patientia DCCCLX DC 
10. ad Fortunatum DCCXL DCCCLX 


11. de domini oratione DCCCXL 

a change which exactly fits the relative lengths of the three treatises, 
and adds 700 to our total, bringing it up to 16,956, still 1500 too 
little. But in the next place, the third book of the Testimonia, 
which, as it stands, is more than twice as long as any other treatise 
of St. Cyprian’s, has only the figure 770; and I am as yet entirely 
unconvinced by any of the reasons which have been brought for- 
ward in favour of the theory of a large and systematic interpolation 
in this book since Cyprian’s time*. On the contrary, the com- 
bined arguments of the apparent homogeneity of the Biblical text 
throughout the Testtmonia with the defect of 1500 in the sum 
of the items of the stichometry, leave little doubt that we ought 
to add 1000 to the figure for Book III (co DCCLXX for DCCLXX). 
By these two alterations the defect is reduced to 544; but even so 
it 1s obvious that the existing text of the stichometry, if the items 
to ‘ad eosdem et diac,’ suggesting that the previous letter was ‘ad presbyteros’ 
only. 

ry erome too in his Chronicle (Schoene, p. 180) says ‘ extant ad eum Cypriani 
viii epistulae.’ 

2 It has escaped the notice at least of Hartel that not only Jerome but 
Augustine (Contra duas epp. Pelagianorum, iv. 27; vol. x. p. 320) quotes 
against Pelagius the 54th title of the Third Book of the Testimonia with its 


three proof texts ; and while Jerome gives some support to the inferior MSS, 
of Cyprian, Augustine is much closer to the group LBV, 
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are to be made to tally with the total, must be decidedly imperfect. 
Can it be restored, and if so, to what extent ? 

In a large proportion of cases, the relation between the actual 
length of the various treatises and epistles, with the figures of the 
stichometry, will be found to be fairly uniform. Taking as a basis 
the number of lines in Hartel’s edition, but on a slightly revised 
system (as explained below)! it will be found that in a very large 
number of cases, the oriyos is to Hartel’s line in a proportion vary- 
ing not far from that of five to four ; or to put it otherwise, if the 
figure 32 be taken to represent Hartel’s line, a fixed quantity, the 
orixos of each book is to it in the proportion of 40 more or less ; 
in the treatises it rises above this average (42 to 32). The follow- 
ing table will illustrate this :— 


Estimate of |  gticho- Proportion 


. lines in : 
~ oe a 
corrected. 
1. ad Donatum . 312 410 32 to 42 
2. ad virgines 445 500 [36] 
3. de lapsis 657 980 [48] 
4. de opere et eleemosyna 518 670 41 or 42 
5. ad Demetrianum 486 535 [36] 
6. de ecclesiae unitate 548 750 [44] 
7. de zelo et livore 322 420 42 
8. de mortalitate 426 550 41 or 42 
" g. de patientia 455 600? 42 
10. ad Fortunatum 656 860? 42 
11. de domini oratione 644 8403 42 
12. ad Quirinum i 438 550 40 
” ii 803 850 [34] 
is iii 14268 17708 40 
13. ad Antonianum (Ep. lv) 525 650 40 
14. de calice dominico (Ep. Lxiii) 345 450 42 
15. de laude martyrii 550 830 [48} 
16. ad confessores martyrum (Ep. x) IIo 140 4I 
17. Moysi et Maximo (Ep. xxviii) 50 70 45 
18. ad eosdem alia (Ep. xxxvii) 84 120 45 or 46 
Ig. de precando deum (Ep. xi) 148 190 41 


1 T have endeavoured to calculate the lines as exactly as possible, and have 
allowed both for parts of lines at the end of paragraphs, as well as for the 
larger print employed in Biblical quotations, and the smaller print in the 
Appendix (Vol. III); in the Testimonia, ad Fortunatum and Sententiae 
Episcoporum there are also the titles of chapters to be taken into account. 
Consequently the number of lines given is smaller than the totals in Hartel. 

3 Au already restored. 

> Mommeen forgot to allow for the two long interpolations of W in Test. iii. 
20 and 59, which amount to nearly 200 lines. 
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| oe Sticho- | Proportion 
Title. metry of | of line to 
ee the MS. arixos. 
corrected. 
eh ad clerum de Aurelio (Ep. xxxviii) 41 54 32 to 42 
22. de Celerino (Ep. xxxix) 89 140 or 100| [50 or 36] 
23. ad Jobaianum (Ep. I xxiii) 446 550 39 or 40 
24. ad Quintum (Ep. Ixxi) 80 100 40 
25. ? a; 30 
26, ad peb [or épos or fre] (Ep. 1xx) 88 120 43 OF 44 
27. sententiae episcoporum 438 520 38 
28. ad Pompeium (Ep. xxiv) 238 290 39 
29. ad Stephanum (Ep. Ixxii ??) 72 100 44 0r 45 
30. ad Fidum (Ep. lxiv) go 106 37 or 38 
31. ad Magnum (Ep. lxix, part 1) 238 284 38 
32. ad Martialem (Ep. Ixvii) 196 350 [57] 
33@. ad Eucratium (Ep. ii) 34 40 38 
b. Luci (Ep. lxxviii) 37 ? ? 

34. Felici et ceteris (Ep. Ixxix) 16 20 40 
35. de Numidico (Ep. x1) 24 30 40 
36. ad Florentium (Ep. Ixvi) 180 207 37 
37. ad presbyteros (Ep. liv) 62 72 37 
38. ad eosdem et diac. (Ep. xxxii) 20 25 40 
39. ad clerum urb. (Ep. xx) 57 70 39 or 40 
40. Romani resc. (Ep. xxx) 177 215 39 
41. adversus J udaeos 255 290 36 or 37 
42-50. ad Cornelium VIIII (? VIIT] 1062 1108 [33 or 34] 
51. vita Cypriani 477 600 40 


Now, accepting the emendations with which we started, we find 
that 35 out of 45 items give a proportion (to 32) ranging from 364 
to 454, or in other words between 8 to 7 and 10 to 7. But the 
result can be stated more strikingly when the gradual decrease of 
the relative number of orixo: to lines, as the list progresses,is brought 
into notice. Of the first eleven items (the treatises), seven stand at 
41 or 42 (to 32); of the next fifteen, nine vary only between 394 
and 42; of the last nineteen, thirteen vary between 364 and 40. But 
this large amount of similarity enables us to turn back on the sticho- 
metry and emend those cases where the proportions are radically 
different, remembering in doing so that to bring the items into agree- 
ment with the total more than 500 additional oriyo: are required. 

In the first place then the oriyo for Nos. 2 and 3 (D and 
DCCCCLXXX are respectively too few and too many, but it is 
easy to suppose that either C or LXXX has been transferred by a 
copyist from one figure to the next, and that we should read— 
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: DLXXX (80) or 
2. ad virgines 445 DC (600) (580) 32 to 42 or 44 


DCCCC (goo) or ‘ 
DCCCLXXX (880) 32 V0 44 oF 43 


No. 5 needs the addition of C and will then read— 
5. ad Demetrianum | 486 | DCXXX’V (635) | 32 to 42 


No. 6 supported by our revised figures for Nos. 2 and 3 will 
probably stand ; and in the result all eleven treatises vary between 
41% and 44, while 100 crixo: (at No. 5) are to be added to our total. 

In the next division the numbers for the second book of the 
Testimonia are (as already mentioned) obviously too low. Here 
again C must be inserted, though even then the proportion of oriyos 
to lines is Jess than in any treatise or epistle in the neighbourhood. 

13 6. ad Quirinum ii | 802 | DCCCCL (950) | 32 to 38 


For No. 15 the figure is too large; and it seems not unlikely 
that Epistle 6 (Ad Confessores L), found in this place both in Z and p, 
originally stood in our list also, its figure being merged in No. 15, 
its title in No. 16 (Ad Confessores Martyrum) so that we might 
restore— 


3. de lapsis 657 


15a. de laude martyrii 550 DCC (700) 32 to 40 or 41 
b. ad confessores (Ep. vi) 95 CXXX (130) 43 OY 44 
16. ad martyras (Ep. x) [as before] 


Nos. 17 and 18 present figures higher than we should expect; 
but it must be remembered that the shorter the piece, the more 
difficult to secure an accurate stichometry without descending to 
units; and the list seldom goes below tens. In any case it is not 
proposed here to go into detail except where change is manifestly 
necessary and where, when made, it would affect sensibly the totals 
of the items. Passing to the three numbers, 20, 21, 22, we have 
found only the two letters on the ordination of Aurelius and 
Celerinus to apply to them, and of these two the former is well 
suited by the figure of No. 20, the latter not by either No. 21 or 
No. 22 as they stand. Perhaps we should alter No. 21 from CXL 
to CXV with the result :— 

22. de Celerino (Ep. xxxix) | 89 | CXV(i15) | 32 to 41 or 42 


In any case one figure will be superfluous ; and if we substitute 
115 for 140 and 100, 125 oriyo: must be subtracted from the total. 
The problem suggested by Nos: 25 and 26 has been alluded to 
before. It is clear that Ep. 70 is to be placed here; and if a second 
letter 1s to be looked for, it would apparently be Ep. 76, which 
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appears in the immediate neighbourhood in both Z and p, and like 
Ep. 70 is addressed to a body of bishops; and its oriyo: being about 
180 (CLXXX), 150 would be added to the figures as they stand 
(XXX). Ifon the other hand with Dr. Sanday (p. 301 sup.) we 
combine Nos. 25, 26 to produce Ep. 70, the orixyou of No. 25 dis- 
appear, and our total loses 30. 

No. 29 ad Stephanum has a proportion of orixo: unusually large 
for this neighbourhood, and Ep. 72 with which it has been tenta- 
tively identified, is not found in this connection either in Z or p; 
it is therefore possible that we have again an erroneous reduplica- 
tion of the preceding number, the full title of which in Z is ‘ad 
Pompeium contra epistolam Stephani’ (= ad Pompeium adv. 
Stephanum). St. Augustine too, as Abp. Benson points out’, 
though he treats in detail of the Cyprianic literature of the Re- 
baptism controversy, obviously did not know of this letter to 
Stephen. No. 30 is the first of several (Nos. 30, 31, 36, 37) the 
figures of which look suspicious because they violate the general 
rule, observed even in the case of the shortest epistles (Nos. 33, 
34, 35), of having round numbers; and in each of these four 
instances a slight increase would give a better proportion, though 
the only quite obvious change is that in No. 37 LXXV should be 
read for LXXII, and the proportion rise from 37 to 39. A case 
which more certainly calls for correction is No. 32; and we cannot 
be far wrong if for CCCL we read CCL. 

32. ad Martialem (Ep. Ixvii) | 196 | 250 | 32to4r 

No. 33 ‘Luci ad Fucratium’ we have seen to be compounded 
of Ep. 2‘ Ad Fucratiwm’ (to which the figure XL belongs) and Ep. 
78, ‘ Luci,’ for which a figure must be supplied :— 

336. Luci (Ep. Ixxviii) | 37 | 45 0r50 | 32 to 39 or 43 

Emendation is again necessary for Nos. 42-50, where 1108 18 
very considerably too little. In the MS. as it stands—‘ Ad Cornelium 
VITII oCVIII’—it looks as if the latter cyphers were a repetition, 
or possibly a correction (VIII for VIII) of the number of the 
letters to Cornelius. If nine is the correct number, they are 
doubtless the nine letters so addressed of our present collection ; if 
eight, then probably the eight which are grouped together in p, Ep. 
48 being the absentee*. The nine letters amount to 1062 lines, the 
eight to 1016, and judging by the proportions which prevail in the 

1 Dict. Chr. Biog.i. 750 a. See note at end of this paper, p. 324. 


3 Jerome too recognises eight: Chron. (ed. Schoene, p. 181) ‘extant ad 
[Cornelium] Cypriani viii epistulae.’ 
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neighbouring numbers, the existing figure 1108 must have super- 
seded something like 1300 in the one case, or 1250 in the other. 


1300 [or 
1250] 


42-50, ad Cornelium VITII 
{or VIIT}] 


1062 [or 
1016] 


32 to 39 or 40 


To put together then the various changes made, ori/yo: were added 
for No. 5 (100), for No. 12 b (100), for No. 33 b (about 50), for Nos. 
42-50 (150 or 200), and were subtracted from Nos. 21, 22 (about 
125) and from Nos. 29 and 32 (100 each); a net addition of about 100. © 
But the defect to be made good was much larger than this, and our 
items are still left in a minority of from 400 to 500 as compared 
with the same total—about 18,030 or 18,080 to 18,500. It would 
seem most likely that the remaining lacunae are to be supplied by 
the supposition that some letters have dropped out, rather than by 
increasing to so large an extent the figures of the letters already 
discussed. Suggestions as to lost letters must be hypothetical in 
the extreme ; but among possibilities may be mentioned one or more _ 
of the following; Ep. 76 at No. 25 (180 oriyo) ; Ep. 58 Ad Thibarc- 
tanos—which is found in nearly all collections—somewhere between 
No. 11, its placein Z, and No. 22 its place in p (300 orixor); Quod 
idola dit non sint (240 orixot); and at No. 31 the second part of 
Ep. 69 as follows :— 


31. ad Magnum (Ep. lxix a) 238 284 32 to 38 
316. ad [eundem (Ep. lxix b) 123 150 (CL) 39 
32. de] Martiale (Ep. Ixvii) 196 250 (CCL) 4I 


Further or more detailed enquiry into the stichometry does not 
seem likely to be fruitful or profitable; and it only remains now 
to ask what light is thrown by the Cheltenham List on the 
history of the Cyprianic correspondence. In the forefront of 
the answer to such a question would come the result that no 
single one of the letters mentioned can with any reasonable 
probability be said to be absent from the extant collection. It | 
would be possible to go further and to doubt whether more than 
a very few of Cyprian’s letters that were preserved at all have 
failed to survive to our own time. With regard to isolated 
epistles, we are not indeed in a position. to decide; but by far 
the larger number of his letters must have belonged to groups— 
to the controversies about the lapsed, about Novatianism, about 
heretical baptism—and the parts of each group are so intricately 
bound up together, that the absence of one link in the chain could 
scarcely pass unnoticed. In the first half of the letters there is 
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(so far as I have seen) only one instance where we seem obliged 
to assume a lost letter of Cyprian’s own, namely when the 
Roman clergy (Zp. xxxvi. 4) refer to his writing to them about 
Privatus of Lambaese, a description which does not apply to any 
extant epistle. It is not indeed surprising that we have to pos- 
tulate in these series a considerable number of lost letters directed 
to him, for it was of course his letters alone which formed the 
nucleus of the collections in the first instance, and the loss of the 
former only enhances the significance of the preservation of so 
large a number of the latter. In our own Cheltenham List, out 
of about 36 epistles present, 33 are from Cyprian, three only to 
him (Nos. 33b, 34— wrongly given as ‘To Felix,’ instead of ‘From 
Felix’—40), a proportion of 11 to 1; in the complete collection as 
we have it the numbers are 65 to 16, a proportion of only 4 to 1. 

Where were the first collections of Cyprian’s writings made ? 
The Roman Church had indeed preferred to remember, not his 
quarrel with one Pope, but his support and recognition of another ; 
and the names of Cyprian and Cornelius were enshrined together 
in the canon of the mass, as their portraits were depicted side by 
side in the catacombs, Still, Cyprian had naturally not the same 
authority for Roman as for African readers; and if Rome was the 
scene of some of the later and fuller editions of his correspondence, 
we should probably look across the sea for the first. And although 
the letters to Cornelius appear in a collected shape as early as 
the Cheltenham List, the rest of the correspondence between 
Cyprian and Rome (of which 11 more letters from him and 7 to 
him are now extant) is singularly imperfect in all earlier collec- 
tions; and the 13 epistles which were sent over with Epistle 20' 
—that is, no doubt, Epistles 5—7, 10-19—are the last to appear - 
anything like completely, while contrariwise the Epistle which 
accompanied them has a place in our List, suggesting perhaps 
that it was incorporated into the collected correspondence in 
Africa, where it would circulate independently, rather than in 
Rome, where a number of other letters were attached to it. 

But if Cyprian was something of an alien to Rome, in Africa he 
was pre-eminently, until his fame was eclipsed by the greater fame 
of Augustine, the saint to whose writings the Church by preference 
appealed. It was there only in the West? that his declarations on 


1 Ep. xx. 2, ‘Epistolae pro temporibus emissae numero tredecim quas ad 
vos transmisi.’ 
3 In the East the Greek translation of the Sententiae Hpiscoporum, or votes 
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baptism werd regarded as authoritative; and the series of letters 
which contain them is that most completely represented both in 
the Cheltenham List and in the earliest MSS. Even in Africa, 
however, it is perhaps improbable that there was any official 
Karthaginian collection, for the early letters to the clergy and 
others at Karthage are conspicuous by their absence from the first 
lists. It is rather to individual energies, acting independently in 
different parts of the province, that the germs of the collection 
should be ascribed. Cyprian’s desire was always that copies of 
all important pronouncements should be reproduced as widely 
as possible among those who looked to his guidance’; and though 


of the Karthaginian Council on Rebaptism of 256 A. D., was ratified as Canon 
Law by the Quinisextine Council in Trullo, a. D. 691. 

1 The following quotations will illustrate this exhaustively :— 

(i) Ep. xxv. (538. 16), to Caldonius, an African bishop: ‘ Librum tibi cum 
epistulis numero quinque misi quas ad clerum et ad plebem et ad martyras 
quoque et confessores feci ; quae epistulae etiam plurimis collegis nostris missae 
placuerunt.’ Cf. Ep. xxvi (539. 13) referring to the same letters, Epp. 15-19. 

(ii) Ep. xxxii. (565. 8), to the clergy of Karthage: ‘ Vos curate quantum 
potestis pro diligentia vestra ut et scripta nostra et illorum rescripta fratribus 
nostris innotescant. Sed et si qui de peregrinis episcopi collegae mei vel 
presbyteri vel diacones praesentes fuerint vel supervenerint, haec omnia de 
vobis audiant. Et si exempla epistularum transcribere et ad suos perferre 
voluerint, facultatem transcriptionis accipiant ;’ referring to Epp. 27, 28, 30, 31. 

(iii) Ep. xxxiv. 3 (570. 4), to the same: ‘Legite vero has easdem litteras 
et collegis meis, si qui aut praesentes fuerint aut supervenerint.’ 

(iv) Ep. lv. 4 (626. 4), to Antonianus: ‘In epistula mea quae extat’ (ref. 
to Ep. xix); ib. § 5 (627. 10): ‘ Quae litterae per totum mundum missae sunt 
et in notitiam ecclesiis omnibus et universis fratribus perlatae sunt’ (referring 
to Ep. xxx. from the Roman clergy) ; ib. § 6 (628.1): ‘Secundum quod libello 
continetur, quem ad te pervenisse confido, ubi singulorum placitorum capita 
conscripta sunt’ (referring to the lost Acts of the African council). 

(v) Ep. lxxi. 1 (771. 5), to Quintus: ‘De qua re quid nuper in concilio 
plurimi coepiscopi cum conpresbyteris qui aderant censuerimus ut scires, 
eiusdem epistolae exemplum tibi misi’ (referring to Ep. lxx) ; cf. Ep. lxxiil. 
(778. 18), to Jubaianus: ‘Exemplum earundem litterarum tibi misi, quid in 
concilio cum conplures adessemus decreverimus, quid item postea Quinto 
collegae nostro de eadem re quaerenti rescripserim’ (ref. to Epp. lxx, 1xxi). 

(vi) Ep. Ixxiv. 1 (799. 6), to Pompeius: ‘Quanquam plene ea quae de 
hereticis baptizandis dicenda sunt complexi simus in epistolis quarum ad te 
exempla transmisimus, frater carissinie, tamen quia desiderasti in notitiam 
tuam perferri quid mihi ad litteras nostras Stephanus frater noster rescripserit, 
misi tibi rescripti eius exemplum ;’ from which we see that the answers to 
Cyprian’s letters would not necessarily circulate with his. 

Antonianus, Quintus, Jubaianus and Pompeius were all African bishops. — 

Note that the one letter from Rome (Ep. 30) mentioned in the Cheltenham 
list is just that one of which St. Cyprian, writing to Antonianus, speaks as 
having circulated throughout ‘all the churches.’ 

Y 2 
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this could not be systematically carried out with respect to the 
earlier Epistles, written during persecution, and in his absence 
from Karthage (some of them too being of only local or momentary 
interest), it is not unlikely that the authoritative documents in 
the later controversies were officially circulated throughout the 
African episcopate. It is worth noting that in 7, the only one 
of the older MSS. which contains the whole or nearly the whole 
of the correspondence as we have it now, the connected Epistles 
15-19 occur together, and are immediately followed by the two 
Hpistles (26, 25) in which Cyprian speaks of the circulation of this 
group of five in Africa. Africa then, the evidence would suggest, 
was the scene of the incorporation of Cyprian’s letters and treatises 
into collections more or less extensive; and the conclusion is re- 
inforced when we remember that our earliest witness, the Chel- 
tenham List, is itself, as Dr. Sanday has amply shown on inde- 
pendent grounds, African in origin. 


NoTE ON THE EVIDENCE oF St. AUGUSTINE IN RELATION TO Ep. 72 (THE 
KARTHAGINIAN COUNCIL TO STEPHEN), 


1, Augustine, de Baptismo contra Donatistas, lib. vi.c. 7 (ed. Bened. ix. p. 111; 
Routh, Rell. Sacr. v. p. 210): ‘Iam satis, quantum arbitror, non solum ad 
epistulam quam Iubaiano scripsit, sed etiam ad illam quam ad Quintum 
dedit, et ad illam quam cum quibusdam collegis ad quosdam collegas, et ad 
illam quam ad Pompeium, quantum potuimus.. . libris superioribus 
disputavimus.’ 

St. Augustine had then examined successively E'pp. 73, 71, 70, 74; he 
then discusses one by one the Sententiae Episcoporum; Ep. 69, though 
mentioned more cursorily, has both its two parts represented by quotation 
or allusion. But of Hp. 72 we hear nothing. 

. Id. ib. lib. vi. c. 15 (ix. p. 171 ; Routh, p. 222) :— 

‘“Crescens a Cirta dixit; In tanlo coetu sanctissimorum consacerdotum 
lectis litteris Cypriani dilectissimi nostri ad Iubaianum, itemque ad Ste- 
phanum...sed aliquis forsitan quaerat, quid de hac re beati Cypriani 
epistola ad Stephanum dixerit, cuius in hac sententia commemuratio facta 
est, cum in exordio concilii non sit commemorata, credo quia non putatum 
est necessarium. mam et ipsam in isto coetu consacerdotum lectam esse 
dixit: quod factum omnino non dubito, quantum arbitror, ut fieri solet, quo 
possent iam congregati episcopi etiam de illa caussa simul aliquid cognoscere, 
quae illa epistola continetur. nam prorsus ad quaestionem praesentem non 
pertinet ; et magis miror cur eam iste commemorare voluerit, quam cur in 
exordio concilii commemoratio eius praetermissa sit. quod si quisquam 
arbitratur me aliquid noluisse in medium proferre quod in ea positum est 
praesenti caussae necessarium, legat eum et sciat verum esse quod dico; aut 
si aliud invenerit, redarguat. prorsus enim illa epistola de baptismo apud 
haereticos vel schismaticos dato, unde nunc agimus, nihil habet.’ 

St. Augustine is astonished to find that this Bishop emphasized a letter 
from Stephen which had nothing whatever to do with the controversy. He 


& 
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does not deny that there was a letter to Stephen, or that it was read at the 
Council; nay, he asserts its existence, but asserts at the same time that it 
dealt with totally different questions. In other words, while our editions 
give us two letters from Cyprian to Stephen, one of which (Ep. 72) is 
primarily concerned with Rebaptism, while the second (Ep. 68) has nothing 
to do with it, it is clear that St. Augustine knew only one of the two, and 
that not the one on Rebaptism, 

This evidence, taken in connection with the known nearness of relation in 
time and place between the Cheltenham list and St. Augustine, warrants I 
think the conclusion that the identification of the ad Stephanum of the list 
with Ep. 72, not being supported either by parallels in Z and p, or by 
exactness of stichometry, must be considered doubtful. 


[Nore.—While speaking of Cyprianic criticism it may not perbaps be out of place 
to subjoin a short account of a MS. of Cyprian, not mentioned in Hartel, 
from the Biblioteca Comunale at Siena (F. V. 14: saec, xiv ex. or xv in. 
according to the printed catalogue), which the writer noticed and inspected in 
March of the last year (1890). The order of writings contained in this 
MS. which may be called 8 is as follows, adopting the notation of Hartel :— 

I. X. IX. de premio martyrum (I fancy from my notes that this must mean 
the latter part of the previous treatise IX. ad Fortunatum de exhortatione 
martyrii), Epp. 37. 38. 10. V, VII. VIII. XT. XLII. XIII. IV. VI. Lpp. 30. 
60. 57. 59. 63. 55. 6. 28. 11. 39. 58. 76. 73. 71. 70. Sent. Hipp. 74. 40. 49. 
52. 47. 45. 44. 51. 13. 43. 65. 1.61, 46. 66. 54. 69. 69 b. 67. 64. 2. 32. 20, 12. 
78. 79. 77 31. 70. 7. 5. 14. 4. 56. 3. 72. 50. 68. 53. 16. 15. 17. 18. 19, 26. 25. 
g. 29. II. de singularitate clericorum,de montibus Sina et Sion, Ep. 48. III 
(only the introductory letter to Quirinus), 

The parallels to this order among Hartel’s MSS. would seem to be, for the 
earlier part P (Hartel, p, xxx) o (p. xxxviii), for the central portion T 
(p. xxxix) and for the end p and ¢ (p. lvii), while r (p. xlvii) closes like our 
MS. with the introductory letter to Quirinus. All these MSS, except P 
belong to the M Q T family, for which see the genealogy on p. xxxiv, 

A second MS. of Cyprian at Siena is numbered F. V. 13, and is of the xvth 


century. 
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By A. 8. 


| 


Philippic Orations. 
With Notes. By J. R. King, M.A. 
Second Edition, 8vo. 10s, 6d. 


Cicero. Select Letters. - With 
English Introductions, Notes, and 
Appendices. By Albert Watson, 
M.A. Third Edition. 8vo. 18s. 


Horace. With a Commentary. 
By E.C. Wickham, M.A. Two Vols. 
8vo0. 

Vol. I. The Odes, Carmen Secu- 
lare, and Epodes. Second Edition. 
128, 

Vol. II. The Satires, Epistles, 
and De Arte Poetica. 128. 


Livy, Book I. With Intro- 
duction, Historical Examination, 
and Notes. By J. R. Seeley, M.A. 
Second Edition. 8vo. 6s. 


Manilius. Noctes Manilianae; 
give Dissertationes in Astronomica Ma- 
nilii, Accedunt Coniecturae in Ger- 
manict Aratea. Seripsit R. Ellis. 
Crown 8vo. 68. 


Oxford; Clarendon Press, London: Henry FROwpDE, Amen Corner, E.C, 
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Ovid. P. Ovidii Nasonis Ibis. 
Ex Novis Codicibus edidit, Scholia 
Vetera Commentarium cum Pro- 
legomenis Appendice Indice addidit, 
R. Ellis, AM. 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


P. Ovidi Nasonis Tris- 
tium LibriV. Recensuit S. G. Owen, 
A.M. 8vo. 16s. 


Persius. The Satires. With 
a Translation and Commentary. 
By John Conington, M.A. Edited 
by Henry Nettleship, M.A. Second 
Edition. 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Plautus. Rudens. Edited, 
with Critical and Explanatory 
Notes, by E. A. Sonnenschein, 
M.A. 8vo. 8s. 6d. 


King and Cookson. The Prin- 
ciples of Sound and Inflexion, as illus- 
trated in the Greek and Latin Languages. 
By J.E. King, M.A.,and Christopher 
Cookson, M.A. 8vo. 18s. 


— An Introduction to the 
Comparative Grammar of Greek and 
Latin, By the same Authors. 
Crown 8vo. 58. 6d. 


Lewis and Short. A Latin 
Dictionary, founded on Andrews’ 
edition of Freund’s Latin Dic- 
tionary, revised, enlarged, and in 
great part rewritten by Charlton T. 
Lewis, Ph.D., and Charles Short, 
LL.D. 4to. 11. 53. 


Lewis. A Latin Dictionary 
for Schools. By Charlton T. Lewis, 
Ph.D., Editor of ‘ Lewis and Short’s’ 
Latin Dictionary. Small 4to. 18s, 


Nettleship. Lectures and 
Essays on Subjects connected with Latin 
Scholarship and Literature. By Henry 
Nettleship, M.A. Crown 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


- Papillon. 


Quintilian. M. Fauli Quin- 
tlianit Institutionis Oratoriae Liber 
Decimus. A Revised Text, with In- 
troductory Essays, Critical Notes, 
&c. By W. Peterson, M.A., LL.D. 
8vo. 128. 6d. 


Scriptores Latini re: Metricae. 
Kd. T. Gaisford, S.T.P. 8vo. 5s. 


Tacitus. The Annals. Edited, 
with Introduction and Notes, by 
H. Furneaux, M.A. 2 Vols. 8vo. 

Vol. I, Books I-VI. 18s. 


Vol. II, Books XI~XVI. 
(Immediately. 


The Roman 


Svo, sewed, Is. 


Nettleship. 
Satura. 


Ancient Inves of Vergil. 


8vo, sewed, 2s. 


Contributions to Latin 
Lexicography. 8vo. 21s. 


Manual of Com- 
parative Philology. By T. L. Papillon, 
M.A. Third Edition. Crown 8vo. 6s. 


Pinder. Selections from the 
less known Latin Poets. By North 
Pinder, M.A. 8vo. 158. 


Sellar. Roman Poets of the 
Augustan Age. Virem. By W. Y. 
Sellar, M.A. New Edition. Crown 
8vo. 9s. 


— Roman Poets of the Re- 


public. Third Edition. Crown 8vo. Ios. 


Wordsworth. Fragments and 
Specimens of Early Latin. With Intro- 
ductions and Notes, By J. Words- 
worth, D.D. 8vo. 18s, 


Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
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Notes on Abbrevia- 
By T. W. 


Allen. 
tions in Greek Manuscripts. 
Allen. Royal 8vo. 53. 


Chandler. A Practical Intro- 
duction to Greek Accentuation, by H. W. 
Chandler, M.A. Second Edition. 
Ios. 6d. 


Haigh. The Attic Theatre. 
A Description of the Stage and 
Theatre of the Athenians, and of 


the Dramatic Performances at 
Athens. By A. E. Haigh, M.A. 
8vo. 128. 6d. 


Head. Histora Nuwmorum: 
A Manual of Greek Numismatics. 
By Barclay V. Head. Royal 8vo. 
half-bound, 21. 2s. 


Hicks. A Manual of Greek 
Historical Inscriptions. By HE. L. 
Hicks, M.A. 8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Aeschinem et Isocratem, Scho- 
lia Graeca in. Edidit G. Dindorfius. 
Svo. 43. 


Aeschines. See under Ora- 
tores Attici, and Demosthenes. 


Aeschyli quae supersunt im 
Codice Laurentiano quoad effict potuit et 
ad cognitionem necesse est visum typis 
descripta edidit R. Merkel. Small 
folio, Il. Is. 


Aeschylus: T'ragoediae et 
Fragmenta, ex recensione Guil. Din- 
dorfii. Second Edition. 8vo. 58. 6d. 


Annotationes Guil. Din- 
dorfii. Partes II. 8vo. Ios. 


Anecdota Graeca Oxoniensia. 
Edidit J. A. Cramer, 8.T.P. Tomi 
IV. 8vo. 10 23. 


King and Cookson. The Prin- 
ciples of Sound and Inflexion, as illus- - 
trated in the Greek and Latin Languages. 
By J. E. King, M.A.,and Christopher 
Cookson, M.A. 8vo. 18s. 


Liddell and Scott. A Greek- 
English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, 
D.D., and Robert Scott, D.D. Seventh 
Edition, Revised and Augmented through- 
out, 4to. 11. 16s. 

—— An Intermediate Greek- 
English Lexicon, founded upon the 
Seventh Edition of Liddell and 
Scott’s Greek Lexicon. Small 4to. 


T2s. 6d. 
Papillon. Manual of Com-_ 
parative Philology. By T.L. Papillon, 


M.A. Third Edition. Crown 8vo. 6s. 


Veitch. Greek Verbs, Irregular 
and Defective. By W. Veitch, LL.D. 
Fourth Edition. Crown 8vo. Ios. 6d. 


Anecdota Graeca e Codd. mss. 
Bibliothecae Regiae Parisiensis. Edidit 
J. A. Cramer, §.T.P. Tomi IV. 8vo. 
Il, 28. 


Apsinis et Longini Rhetorica. 
E Codicibus mss. recensuit Joh. 
Bakius. 8vo. 38. 


Archimedis quae supersunt 

omnia cum Eutocti commentartis ex re- 

- gensione J. Torelli, cum nova ver- 
sione Latina. Fol. 11. 5s. 


Aristophanes. A Complete 
Concordance to the Comedies and Frag- 
ments. By H. Dunbar, M.D. 4to. 
11, 18. 


—— J. Caravellae Index im 
Aristophanem. 8v0. 38. 


London: HENRY FRowpE, Amen Corner, E.C. 
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Aristophanes. 
Fragmenta, ex recensione Guil. Din- 
dorfii. TomiIL 8vo. IIs. 


Annotationes Guil. Din- 
dorfii, PartesIL 8vo, 118. 


Scholia Graeca ex Co- 
dicibus aucta et emendata a Guil. 
Dindorfio. Partes III. 8vo. 1. 


Aristotle. Ex recensione 
Im. Bekkeri. Accedunt Indices 
Sylburgiani. Tomi XI. 8vo, 21. Ios. 

The volumes (except Vol. IX) may 
be had separately, price 53. 6d. 
each, 


Ethica Nicomachea. Re- 
cognovit brevique Adnotatione 
critica instruxit I. Bywater. 8vo. 
6s. 


The Politics, with Intro- 
ductions, Notes, &., by W. L. 
Newman, M.A. Vols. I and II. 
Medium 8vo. 28s. 


The Politics, translated 
into English, with Introduction, 

_ Marginal Analysis, Notes, and In- 
dices, by B. Jowett, M.A. Medium 
8vo. 2vols. 218. 


Aristotelian Studies. I. 
On the Structure of the Seventh 
Book of the Nicomachean Ethics. 
By J. C. Wilson, M.A. 8vo. Stiff 
covers, 58. 


The English Manuscripts 
of the Nicomachean Ethics, described in 
relation to Bekker’s Manuscripts and 
other Sources, By J. A. Stewart, 
M.A. (Anecdota Oxon.) Small 4to. 
38. 6d. 


On the History of the 
process by which the Aristotelian Writ- 


ings arrived at their present form. By 
R, Shute, M.A. 8vo. 7s. 6d. 


Comoediae et | Aristotle. Physics. Book VIL. 


Collation of various uss. ; with In- 
troduction by R. Shute, M.A. (Anec- 
dota Oxon.) Small gto. as. 


Choerobosci Dictata in Theo- 
dosii Canones, necnon Epimerismi tn 
Psalmos, E Codicibus mss. edidit 
Thomas Gaisford, S.T.P. TomilIII. 
S8vo. 158. 


Demosthenes. Ex recensione 
G. Dindorfii. Tomi IX. 8vo. 21. 6s. 


Separately :— 
Text, 11. 1s. Annotations, 15s. 
Scholia, 108. 


Demosthenes and Aeschines. 
The Orations of Demosthenes and 
Aeschines on the Crown. With 
Introductory Essays and Notes. By 
G. A. Simcox, M.A., and W. H. 
Simcox, M.A. 8vo.° 12s. 


Euripides. Tragoediae et 
Fragmenta, ex recensione Guil. Din- 
dorfii. TomilII. 8vo. Ios. 


Annotationes Guil. Din- 
dorfii. Partes II. 8vo. 10s. 


Scholia Graeca, ex Coedi- 
cibus aucta et emendata a Guil. 
Dindorfio. TomiIV. 8vo. 11. 16s. 


—— Alcestis, ex recensione 
G. Dindorfii. 8vo. as. 6d. 


Harpocrationis Lexicon. Ex 
recensione G. Dindorfii. Tomi IL 
8vo. 10s. 6d. 


Hephaestionis HLnchiridion, 
Terentianus Maurus, Proclus, &c. Edidit 
T. Gaisford, S.T.P. TomiTII. ros. 


Heracliti E'phesit Reliquiae. 
Recensuit I. Bywater, M.A. Appen- 
dicis loco additae sunt Diogenis 


Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
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Laertii Vita Heracliti, Particulae | Oratores Aitici, ex recensione 


Hippocratei De Diaeta Lib. I., Epi- 
stolae Heracliteae. 8vo. 6s. 


Homer. A Complete. Con- 
cordance to the Odyssey and Hymns of 
Homer ; to which is added a Con- 
cordance to the Parallel Passages in 
the Iliad, Odyssey, and Hymns. 
By Henry Dunbar, M.D.  4to. 
Il, 18. 


Sebert Index.in Home- 


rum. 8vo. 6s. 6d. 


A Grammar of the Home- 
ric Dialect. By D. B. Monro, M.A. 
8vo. Second Edition. 14s. 


Ilias, eum brevi Anno- 
tatione C. G. Heynii. Accedunt 
Scholia minora. Tomi II. 8vo. 
15s. 


—— Ilias, ex ree. Guil. Din- 
dorfii. 8vo. 58. 6d. 


Scholia Graeca in Ilia- 
dem. Edited by W. Dindorf, after 
a new collation of the Venetian mss. 
by D. B.. Monro, M.A. 4 vols. 
8vo. i. 10s. 


Scholia Graeca in Ilia- 
dem Townleyana. Recensuit Ernestus 
Maass. 2 vols. 8vo. 11, 16s. 


- Odyssea, ex rec. G, Din- 
dorfii. 8vo. 5s. 6d. 


Scholia Graeca in Odys- 
seam. Edidit @Guil. Dindorfius. 
TomilII. 8vo. 18s. 6d. 


—— Odyssey. Books I~XII. 
Edited with English Notes, Appen- 
dices, &c. By W. W. Merry, D.D., 
and James Riddell, M.A. Second 
Edition. 8vo. 16s, 


Bekkeri : 
I. Antiphon, Andocides,et Lysias. 
8vo. 73 
II. Isocrates.. 8vo. 73. 


III. Isaeus, Aeschines, Lycurgus, 
Dinarchus, &. 8vo. 75, 


Paroemiographi Graeci, quo- 
rum pars nunc primum ex Codd, mss. 
vulgatur. Edidit T. Gaisford, S.T.P. 
1836. 8vo. 58. 6d. 


Plato. Apology, with a re- 
vised Text and English Notes, and 
a Digest of Platonic Idioms, by 
James Riddell, M.A. 8vo. 8s. 6d. 


Philebus, with a revised 
Text and English Notes, by Edward 
Poste, M.A. 8vo0. 738. 6d. 


—— Sophistes and Polvticus, 
with a. revised Text and English 
Notes, by L. Campbell, M.A. 8vo. 
18s, 


Theaetetus, with a revised 
Text and English Notes, by L. 
Campbell, M.A. Second Edition. 8vo. 
108. 6d. 


—— The Dialogues, translated 
into English, with Analyses and- 
Introductions, by B. Jowett, M.A. 
5 vols. medium 8vo. 3/. 108. 


—— The Republic, translated 
into English, with Analysis and. 
Introduction, by B. Jowett, M.A. 
Medium 8vo. 128. 6d.; half-roan, 


143, 


Index to Plato. Com- 
piled for Prof. Jowett’s Translation 
of the Dialogues. By Evelyn Abbott, 
M.A. 8vo. Paper covers, 2s. 6d. 


seca eo te eat Sadie wn ee ee 
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Plotinus. Edidit F. Creuzer. 
Tomi III 4to. 11 8s. 


Polybius. Selections. Edited 
by J. L. Strachan-Davidson, M.A. 
With Maps. Medium 8vo. buckram, 
218, 


Sophocles. The Plays and 
Fragments, With English Notes and 
Introductions, by Lewis Campbell, 
M.A. 2 vols. 


Vol. I. OedipusTyrannus. Oecedi- 
pus Coloneus, Antigone. 8vo. 
163, 


Vol. II. Ajax. Electra. Trachi- 
niae. Philoctetes. Fragments. 
8vo. 16s. 


Tragoediae et Frag- 
menta, ex recensione et cum com- 
mentariis Guil. Dindorfii. Third 
Edition. 2vols. Feap. 8vo. wl. Is. 


Each Play separately, limp, 2s, 6d. 


The Text alone, with 
large margin, small gto. 8s. 


— The Text alone, square 
16mo. 3s. 6d. 


Each Play separately, limp, 6d. 


Tragoediae et Fragmenta 
cum Annotationibus Guil.Dindorfii. 
TomilII. 8vo. Ios, 

The Text, Vol. I. 5s. 6d. 

The Notes, Vol. IT. 4s. 6d. 


‘ 


Stobaei Florilegium. Ad 
mss. fidem emendavit et supplevit 
T. Gaisford,S.T.P. TomilIV. 8vo. 
Il 


Eclogarum Physicarwm 
et Ethicarum libri duo. Accedit 
Hieroclis Commentarius in aurea 
carmina Pythagoreorum, Ad mss. 
Codd. recensuit T. Gaisford, S.T.P. 
TomilII. 8vo. 11s. 


Theodoreti Graecarwm Affec- 
tionum Curatio. Ad Codices mas. re- 
censuit T. Gaisford, S.T.P. 8vo. 
"8. 6d. 


Thucydides. Translated into 
English, with Introduction, Mar- 
ginal Analysis, Notes, and Indices. 
By B. Jowett, M.A., Regius Pro- 
fessor of Greek. 2 vols, Medium 
8vo. H. 128. 


Xenophon. Ex recensione et 
cum annotationibus L. Dindorfii. 


Historia Graeca. Second Edition. 


8vo. 108. 6d. 
Expeditio Cyri. Second Edition. 
8vo. 108. 6d. 


108. 6d. 
Memorabilia Socratis. 8vo. 78. 6d. 


Institutio Cyri. 8vo. 


Opuscula Politica Equestria et 
Venatica cum Arriani Libello 
de Venatione. 8vo. 108. 6d. 


Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
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Bentham. An Introduction 
to the Principles of Morals and Legisla- 
tion. By Jeremy Bentham. Crown 
8vo. 6s. 6d. 


A Fragment on Covern- 
ment, By Jeremy Bentham. Edited, 
with an Introduction, by F. C. 
Montague, M.A. 8vo. 78. 6d. 


Casauboni E'phemerides, cum 
praefatione et notis J. Russell, 8.T.P. 
TomilI. 8vo. 15s. 


Clinton’s Fastt Hellenici. 
The Civil and Literary Chronology 
of Greece, from the LVIth to the 
CXXIIIrd Olympiad. Third Edition. 
gto. 11. 148. 6d. 


—— Fusti Hellenici. The 
Civil and Literary Chronology of 
Greece, from the CXXIVth Olym- 
piad to the Death of Augustus. 
Second Edition. 4to. 11. 128. 


Fasti Romani. The 
Civil and Literary Chronology of 
Rome and Constantinople, from the 
Death of Augustus to the Death of 
Heraclius. 2 vols. 4to. 2. 2s. 


Finlay. A History of Greece 
from its Conquest by the Romans to the 
present time, B.c. 146 to a.D. 1864. 
By George Finlay, LL.D. A new 
Edition, revised throughout, and in 
part re-written, with considerable 
additions, by the Author, and edited 
by H. F. Tozer, M.A, 7vols. 8vo. 
3. 108. 


Gaii Institutionum Juris 
Civilis Commentarii Quattuor ; or, Ele- 
ments of: Roman Law by Gaius. 
With a Translation and Commen- 
tary by Edward Poste, M.A. Third 
Edition, 8vo. 18s 


STANDARD WORKS. 
Gardthausen. CatalogusCodi- 


cum Graecorum Sinaiticorum. Scripsit 
V. Gardthausen Lipsiensis. With 
six pages of Facsimiles. 8vo. 2653. 


Herculanensium Voluminum 
Partes IT. 1824. 8vo. 10s, 


Fragmenta Herculanensia. A 
Descriptive Catalogue of the Oxford 
copies of the Herculanean Rolls, 
together with the texts of several 
papyri, accompanied by facsimiles. 
Edited by Walter Scott, M.A. , Fellow 
of Merton College, Oxford. Royal 
8vo, 218. 


Hodgkin. Italy and her In- 
vaders, With Platesand Maps. By 
Thomas Hodgkin, D.C.L. Vols. 
I-IV, a.p. 376-553. S8vo. 31. 8s. 


Justinian. Imperatoris Ius- 
tiniant Institutionum Libri Quattuor ; 
with Introductions, Commentary, 
Excursus and Translation. By J.B. 
Moyle, D.C.L. Second Edition. 2 vols. 
8vo. 228. 


Machiavelli. 1 Principe. 
Edited by L. Arthur Burd. With 
an Introduction by Lord Acton. 
8vo. 148. : 


Pattison. Essays by the late 
Mark Pattison, sometime Rector of 
Lincoln College. Collected and 
Arranged by Henry Nettleship, 
M.A. 2 vols. 8vo. 248. 


Smith’s Wealth of Nations. 
A new Edition, with Notes, by 
J. E. Thorold Rogers, M.A. 2 vols. 
8vo. 213. 


Stokes. The Anglo-Indian 
Codes. By Whitley Stokes, LL.D. 


Vol. I. Substantive Law. 8vo. 30s, 
Vol. II. Adjective Law. 8vo. 35s. 


London: Henry Frowpez, Amen Corner, E.O. 
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Bigg. The Christian Platonists 
of Alexandria; being the Bampton 
Lectures for 1886. By Charles Bigg, 
D.D. 8vo. Ios. 6d, 


Bright. Chapters of Early 
English Church History. By W. Bright, 
D.D. 8vo. 128. 


Clementis Alexandrini Opera, 
ex recensione Guil. Dindorfii. Tomi 
IV. 8vo.. 3l. 


Eusebii Pamphili Evangelicae 
Praeparationis Libri XV. Ad Codd. 
mss. recensuit T. Gaisford, S.T.P. 
TomilV. 8vo. 11. ros. 


Evangelicae Demonstra- 
tionis Libri X. Recensuit T. Gaisford, 
S.T.P. TomillI. 8vo. 15s. 


contra Hieroclem et Mar- 
cellum Libri. Recensuit T. Gaisford, 
S.T.P. 8vo. 78. 


Hatch. Kssays in Biblical 
Greek. By Edwin Hatch, M.A., D.D. 
8vo. 103, 6d. 


A Concordance to the 
Greek Versions and Apocryphal Books of 
the Old Testament. By the late Edwin 
Hatch, M.A., D.D., and H. A. 
Redpath, M.A. To be published in 
Six Parts, at 218, each. 

To Subscribers tn advance, 148. each. 


Nouum Testamentum Domine 
Nostri Iesu Christi Latine, se- 
cundum Editionem 8. Hieronymi. 
Ad Codicum Manuscriptorum fidem 
recensuit Johannes Wordsworth, 
S.T.P., Episeopus Sarisburiensis, 
In operis societatem adsumto Hen- 
rico Iuliano White, A.M. 

Fase. I. Euangelium secundum Mat- 
theum. 4to. 12s. 6d. 

Fase. II. Euangelium secundum 
Marcum. 73. 6d. 


5. A NEW ENGLISH DICTIONARY on Historical Prin- 
ciples, founded mainly on the materials collected by the Philological 


Society. Vol. I (A and B). Imperial 4to, half morocco, 2l. 12s, 6d. 
Part IV, Section 2, C—CASS, beginning Vol. IT, price 5s. 
Part V, CAST—CLIVY,, price 12s. 6d. 

Part VI, CLO—CONSIGNER, price 123. 6d. 


Part VII. In the Press. 


Edited by James A. H. Murray, LL.D. 


Vol. III, Part I (E—EVERY), edited by Henry Bradley, M.A., 


price 128. 6d. 
Vol. ITI, Part II. In the Press. 
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